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ABSTRACT 
This applied, exploratory study examines the relationship between anger expression and 
personal and familial communications styles of emotion. Students attending a therapeutic day 
school for emotionally troubled adolescents were compared to youths attending a public junior high 
school. These 82 participants completed questionnaires on self- and family-expressiveness and 
social anger (anger at another person). Guardians were asked to complete similar measures 
describing the subject. Agreement between student and guardian ratings for self- and family-
expressiveness were strong with slightly weaker correlations associated with anger measures. 
Family- and self-expression were found to be related, especially among those students 
rating themselves as negatively expressive. Although only negative self-expressiveness was related 
to both the experience and expression of anger; family-expressiveness overall was strongly 
correlated with both. Pattern differences were found between sample locations and gender 





The ability of an individual to express oneself emotionally is an important element in the 
person's overall adaptation to life and is a product of many influences (Friedman & Glickman, 
1987; Ghuman, Jayaprakash, Saidel & Whitmarsh, 1989; Mellin, 1993; Radley, 1988). 
Communication style is a major factor influencing an individual's well being and comprises an 
essential link to other individuals and the world, in general. If this link is successful, it results in 
more effective communication with others and better functioning as a whole (Ghuman et al., 1989; 
Grob & Eisen, 1989). Non-effective communication styles, however, not only potentially impact 
the persons physical, emotional and social development but hinder the treatment process if a 
problem exists (Cichetti & Hesse, 1983; Bronson, 1972; Ghuman et al., 1989; Giblin, 1981; Lewis 
& Michalson, 1982; Malatesta, 1982; Nicholson, 1984; Plutchik & Kellerman, 1983; Sroufe, 
1979). Not only does emotional expression and communication style effect how we relate to 
others; it, also, influences one's views, attitudes, perceptions and behavior (Strongman, 1987). 
The development of emotional expression begins at childhood and is rooted in biological, 
cognitive and sociological processes (Cichetti & Hesse, 1983; Bronson, 1972; Ghuman et al., 
1989; Giblin, 1981; Lewis & Michalson, 1982; Malatesta, 1982; Nicholson, 1984; Plutchik and 
Kellerman, 1983; Sroufe, 1979; Strongman, 1987). The present study proposes to investigate self-
expressiveness as influenced by familial emotional environment in two student populations. One 
sample consists of students participating in a therapeutic day school program for emotionally 
troubled adolescents, the other is comprised of students attending an "average" academic public 
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junior high school. In this study, self and family emotional expressiveness will be investigated 
within the context of how they relate and influence the experience and expression of social anger 
(anger at another person). Attention to an affect dimension, positive and negative, will be included 
in the research paradigm. 
Measures will be assessed by using three self-administered questionnaires to each student 
and their guardian. It is expected that: 1) a positive relationship will exist between level of 
subject's emotional expressiveness with that of their family; 2) a positive relationship will exist 
between both self- and family-expression and anger where the greatest agreement of anger 
expression will be associated with persons rating themselves as having high levels of negative 
expression (but not thought to apply to ratings of anger experience); 3) there will be a strong 
agreement between student and guardian scale measures; and 4) a difference in all three measures 
will exist between the two sample locations whereby the special population will be more physically 
expressive of anger and less verbally expressive of emotion themselves and come from less 
expressive family environments (again, levels of anger experience for both samples are expected to 
be equal). 
Special appreciation and sensitivity was required in meeting the needs of both 
student/guardian samples in all aspects of this research project. The acquisition of data, as 
representative of "real world" situations was expected to enhance the present study and increase 
the generalizability of its results to larger and more diverse populations. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
CommWiication between persons is an every day experience that is familiar to all. The 
effectiveness and appropriateness of these interactions vary and lead to diverse results. Some 
influencing factors may include the situation, the recipient, the commWiicator, the message and its 
emotional content and the expressive style in which each person relates (Burrowes & Halberstadt, 
1987). Emotional intensity, too, seemingly would play a role in effective commWiication. Anger is 
an example of an emotion which generally is viewed by persons as having great emotional impact. 
This expression is comprised of intensity, timing and form and is quite individualized (Averill, 
1982; Novaco, 1975). 
Most persons express their feelings verbally while maintaining internal control and are 
seen as falling within an accepted norm. Others are labeled as different and tend to externalize their 
emotions by "acting them out". Such is often the case for emotional/behavioral disordered 
adolescent students. The present study is an applied exploratory examination of this special 
population which addresses the relation between anger expression and commWiication style; 
specifically, the influence of personal and familial styles of expressiveness (e.g., Ghuman et al., 
1989; Friedman & Glickman, 1987; Grob & Eisen, 1989). A comparison group has been 
incorporated into this project as a second sample not labeled as specialized. This proposal is based 
on previous work performed by Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987) which sought to determine 
subjects' abilities to express emotion, as related to family experience, and the influence it has on 
behavior. Greater Widerstanding of these relationships may offer mental health professionals new 
insights and additional approaches in working with individuals and their expressions of emotion. 
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Emotional well being is dependent upon persons' abilities to communicate and express 
emotion (Ghuman et al., 1989). Clinical improvement in individuals requiring support directly 
relates to their ability to work through issues as well as through an overall adaptation to life 
(Friedman & Glickman, 1987; Radley, 1988). In tum, adaptation to life for troubled individuals 
characteristically depends upon therapy and verbal interaction with mental health professionals and 
others . Clearly, relating one's needs to other persons represents a first step in productive 
communication, in general, and in therapeutic methodology, specifically (Friedman & Glickman, 
1987; Radley, 1988). 
An individual's ability to understand and interpret "incoming" messages influence one's 
beliefs, actions and attitudes (Ghuman et al., 1989). Ghuman et al. (1989) further suggest that 
behavior is a result of an ability to communicate and express emotions which varies in form and 
effectiveness and may influence a person's overall well being. This connection could be important 
in creating and assessing various treatments. Their findings of a marked distinction between 
attitudes of persons under treatment support this premise. Specifically, they found persons varied 
in the manner they expressed resistance in the context of the treatment situation. 
Additional evidence suggesting the importance of emotional expression for well being is 
provided by Friedman and Glickman (1987). They speculated that clients who were more self-
evaluative, open and self-revealing about disturbing inner thoughts and feelings may be more trusting, 
ready and better motivated for counseling. Also, they hypothesized a self-reflective nature may be seen 
as a weakness by some populations. Such a perspective was implied in their study of behavioral 
disordered adolescents who were found to be less reflective as evidenced by considerable "acting out" 
behavior. Friedman and Glickman theorized, that this behavior suggests an externalization rather than 
internalization of frustrations, tensions, anxieties and problems. These adolescents scored high on two 
dimensions of the Brief Symptom Inventory, hostility and paranoid ideation. These two measures were 
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identified by Friedman and Glickman as most likely to represent or express externalizations of emotion 
and projections of frustration, tension or anger rather than internalizations of feelings. 
In discussing their "acting out" population, Friedman and Glickman (1987) stated that their 
subjects, as a rule, were not self-reflective. This population tended to consider psychiatric symptoms an 
indication of weakness and irrelevant to them. Further, they tended to believe admitting to an emotion 
such as interpersonal sensitivity suggests the opposite of bravado and indicates self-consciousness, self-
awareness or self-reflectiveness. Friedman and Glickman posit these characteristics are not generally 
exhibited in this group of subjects. They suggest that those within the sample who are relatively more 
self-aware, take into consideration their own personal problems and relate better to counseling and 
treatment; thus, profit and change more from treatment. 
Numerous researchers have examined the effects of differential emotional expression on 
child and adolescent behavior. In a theoretical statement, Mellin (1993) suggested, if emotional 
connections between parents and children were less than a child needs, it appeared that the young 
person often developed an excessive appetite for food. In persons who are genetically predisposed 
to obesity, she posed, excessive appetite can trigger an onset or exacerbate a weight problem. This 
supposition clearly promotes the benefit which may result from examining familial interaction 
when considering a treatment regime. In fact, family participation in therapy seems to be linked to 
treatment success as cited by Ghuman et al. (1989) in studies of treatment effectiveness. 
A relationship between family emotional expression and influence on children has been 
examined by many researchers (e.g., Erikson & Loevinger, 1980; Radley, 1988; Zigler & Glick, 
1986). Zigler and Glick (1986) theorized that early onset of a disorder interrupts the performance 
oflife's tasks at a younger age and may lead to lower premorbid competence. Early onset may 
result in greater likelihood of disruption in occupational and social functioning. Erikson and 
Loevinger (1980) focus on adolescents' separation from parents, development of autonomy and 
capacity for role perfonnance as being important elements to a successful transition toward 
autonomy (Grob & Eisen, 1989). 
Other researchers offering approaches linking the family's influence on children's 
maturation are cited by Wahler (1980) and Wahler and Dumas (1989). According to these 
researchers, social isolation interacts with other stressors to produce indiscriminate parenting 
styles. They suggest a parent's ability to accurately monitor, classify and respond to a child's 
behavior is seriously compromised by daily problems and lack of positive social support. Thus, a 
parent may behave aversely toward the child because of adverse environmental stressors that are 
independent of the child's behavior and negatively affect an adolescent's transition toward 
autonomy (Grob & Eisen, 1989). 
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Blechman's (1981, 1984) analysis concurs with Wahler and Dumas's (1989) and adds that 
a central problem facing socially isolated, disadvantaged families is an inability to communicate 
and problem-solve. Thus, problems escalate and multiply until a family is overwhelmed and 
ineffective. She suggests effective treatment combines general training with practical applications 
on identifying outside stressors' which impact the parent-child relationship (similar to Wahler & 
Dumas, 1989). Blechman (1981, 1984) suggests offering structured problem-solving skills for 
families to supplement treatment. 
Dumas (1989) found that maternal perception of a high level of social support from friends 
was the best predictor of response or nonresponse to treatment. Mothers expressing a lack of 
access to support systems were unlikely to benefit from standard parent training and failed to 
benefit and improve when support was made available as part of a treatment program. Of interest 
is a somewhat lower level of social support perceived from family than from friends. Many 
parents, in Dumas' s study, reported family relationships to be highly coercive and basically 
interfering in nature rather than supportive. Such evidence suggests an importance of familial 
dynamics and the role it plays in a person's well-being as well as the influence it has on the 
person's ability to express emotion. 
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Socialization has been found to be an important component in the degree and patterning of 
emotional expression (Halberstadt, 1986; Radley, 1988). Halberstadt (1986) suggests that many 
influences moderate the process and effects of socialization on an individual's emotional expression 
and interpersonal skills. These influences include family, peers, neighborhood, culture and society. 
Halberstadt (1986) proposes that the family represents the first socializing agent in a person's life. 
According to her, it is in the family situation that an individual initially must attempt to 
communicate needs and desires. Therefore, the family should be a primary influence in emotional 
expression. Few studies report a positive relationship between family socialization and an 
individual's resulting style of emotional expression (Halberstadt, 1986). 
Family expressiveness and communication skills offer the clearest support for the 
socialization hypothesis. This hypothesis proposes family expressiveness affects an individuals' 
non-verbal behavior and skill. Halberstadt's (1986) findings seem to support such a view. She 
found subjects from low expressive families were more accurate judges than were subjects from 
high expressive families. Subjects from high expressive families were more skilled message 
senders than subjects from low expressive families. When self expression was partialled out of 
correlations between family expressiveness and non-verbal behavior and skill, little or no 
weakening of the predicted relation occurred. These results suggest family expressiveness has a 
distinct and independent influence on family members' non-verbal behavior and skill. Thus, 
attending to familial emotional expression is important when dealing with a population whose main 
difficulties are emotional and/or behavioral disorders. 
The effect of the family as a socializing agent on a person's ability to communicate is 
further examined by Halberstadt (1986). She found individuals from more expressive homes 
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seemed more expressive when sending messages than individuals from less expressive homes. In 
addition, individuals from more expressive homes were found to be less skilled overall at providing 
affective communication. This contrasted earlier findings (Halberstadt, 1983) that individuals 
from more expressive homes appeared to have a relatively greater advantage at posing difficult 
communications compared with individuals from less expressive homes. She suggests that subjects 
low in family expressiveness are more economical and concise in their messages due to inhibitions 
placed on the intensity of their expression. In contrast, subjects high in family expressiveness are 
exaggerating instead of thinking clearly about how to encode communications. For more difficult 
communications, practice effects allowed subjects high in family expressiveness to have a relative 
advantage. 
Halberstadt (1986), concludes by saying, 
"it appears that influence of family socialization on individuals' developing 
emotional expression has a lasting impact. Socialization works to encourage or 
discourage expressive behavior in adulthood. Further, the specific direction that 
family socialization takes differentially modifies individuals' nonverbal sending 
and judging communication skills (p. 835)." 
"It is not only what we feel, but how we show it that is important to the subsequent styles and skills 
of other family members" (Halberstadt, 1984, p. 242). As suggested by Halberstadt, one could 
hypothesize that school functioning, as one of many types of social interaction, should be 
influenced by family socializing backgrounds. 
Lanzetta and Kleck (1970) promotes the importance of a family's influence when 
considering how a behavioral/emotional disordered population expresses itself. In developing 
Jone's hypothesis (in Lanzetta & Kleck, 1970), they describe the negative relation between two 
basic nonverbal skills of sending and receiving messages in behavior disordered populations. They 
suggest that individuals who have been punished by "socializing agents" for engaging in overt 
displays of emotionality learn to inhibit emotional expression. Consequently, inhibition of 
emotional expression influences a person's overall functioning. 
Lanzetta and Kleck (1970) theorized this type of socialization decreases the likelihood of 
community emotional expression of nonverbal cues and increases sensitivity to displays of others; 
thus, improving skill in judging nonverbal cues. They hypothesized a relationship between 
nonverbal skill and socialization may explain findings of a negative relation between sending 
clarity and physiological responsitivity or between sending and receiving skills. 
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In recognizing the importance of expressing emotion within the general context of a 
person's socialization, one must examine whether expression of different emotions can be 
considered a global concept or must be measured separately. Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987) 
investigated scales measuring both self and family expressiveness. Their findings suggest 
expressiveness of negative and positive feelings may be independent and combining expressivity 
into one global category may be inappropriate. Instead, Izard (1977) and Malatesta and Haviland 
(1982) suggest one should distinguish levels of expressivity by affect (positive, negative) or by 
discrete emotions such as happiness, anger and sadness. In so doing, Burrowes and Halberstadt 
(1987) found self expressiveness was slightly related to anger as well as strongly relating family 
socialization of negative affect and anger. Subjects from expressive families reported more intense 
and enduring incidents in which they were more expressive of their anger and were in less control 
of their angry expression. 
Decisions about appropriate anger expression are influenced by a number of factors. 
Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987) suggest the following: The expressor's and recipient's personality 
characteristics and communication styles; the power and affiliative relationship between the 
expressor and the recipient; the particular event itself and the event's meaning within personal, 
cultural and historical contexts. Anger research has examined many variables including 
personality, relational, situational and cultural factors; however, communication styles have not 
been carefully explored (Burrows & Halberstadt, 1987). 
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Theorists attribute angry emotion to a variety of causes. Dollard, Doob, Miller and Sears 
(1939), as reported by Averill (1983), reflect a historical paradigm which regards frustration as a 
primary cause of anger. Other researchers attribute anger to unexplained arousal assigned to some 
provocative circumstance. Examples include: incidental aggressive cues (e.g., the presence of a 
weapon) especially in a person who has been previously frustrated or aroused; aversive stimuli; 
modeling; disinhibition and deindividuation (Averill, 1983). 
According to Averill (1983), a slightly different view is represented among the general 
public. They describe anger as the loss of pride or self-esteem and the violation of personal wishes 
and accepted norms. Averill contends, that the major issue surrounding anger, in the general 
person's view, is not the specific nature of the instigating event but rather a response to some 
perceived misdeed. Researchers might conclude that the real cause of a person's anger is 
frustration, arousal or the like and that subjects were giving reasons to rationalize their behavior, 
such as reflecting social desirability. Therefore, a typical instigation to anger is a value judgment 
and, more than anything else, is an attribution of blame. The attribution may be incorrect or may 
be based on self-serving biases and influenced by a number of factors; e.g., frustration, arousal, 
stimulus response associations and anonymity (Averill, 1983). 
Anger, in the social constructivist view, refers to the "imposition of meaning or structure 
on an event, in a social ratherthan cognitive or biological manner" (Averill, 1983, p. 1146). This 
view is similar to beliefs held by the general public, discussed above. Further, characteristically, 
anger is a highly interpersonal emotion and cannot be fully understood apart from the social 
context in which it occurs. Anger frequently involves a close affectional relationship between the 
angry person and a target. According to the social constructionist viewpoint, "anger is a socially 
constituted syndrome that is maintained because of (not in spite of) its consequences" (Averill, 
1983, p. 1146). 
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Averill (1982) suggests that laboratory research on anger differs from the everyday 
experience of the emotion. Further, few studies have evaluated this everyday emotion utilizing self-
report questionnaires or interviews. An important aspect of anger missed in artificially created 
situations concerns the differentiation of varying degrees of anger. According to most 
psychological analyses, the major difference between anger and annoyance is in degree (Austin, 
1961; Averill, 1983; Lubek, 1979). Anger is more intense than annoyance and is measured by 
some researchers as greater physiological arousal. In a study of the general public1, Averill (1983) 
found that subjects could clearly distinguish between anger and annoyance, but had trouble 
describing the difference. Among these lay people, it is the seriousness of the situation that 
differentiates anger from annoyance. Incidents that aroused anger were more important, even when 
the individual was not influenced directly. Anger seems to have a moral connotation that 
annoyance does not. 
Averill (1983) suggests that response tendencies differ, also. Persons who are annoyed 
often try to hide their feelings and to leave the presenting situation as quickly as possible. Angry 
persons, on the other hand, tend to seek confrontation and seem to demand emotional expression. 
Further, anger seems to represent a commitment and involves one's self and one's principles in a 
way that annoyance does not. Anger seems to occur most often between friends and loved ones. It 
is precipitated by some perceived wrong or avoidable misfortune and generally leads to positive 
consequences. Anger differs from annoyance in terms of attribution of blame. Implicit in anger is 
its commitment to action if instigating conditions remain unchanged. 
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A crucial element in the discussion of emotions in general, and anger specifically, is the 
pattern of expression and experience that exist for each gender. Discussion of this issue is divided 
into cognitive, developmental, biological and sociological factors. As one reviews each set of 
theories it is important to remember that, although presented in a distinct manner, each acts as a 
"piece of a puzzle" talcing shape to create a whole picture as they blend and commingle together. 
One set of theorists discuss emotions and anger from a developmental point of view. 
According to Bronson (1972) anger emerges between six and nine months of age and by the 
conclusion of the first year there is a wide range of anger reactions. During the second year an 
infant develops angry defense, negativism and aggression. Sroufe (1979) concurs by stating an 
infant's first emotional reaction emerges at about three months and by nine months he/she is 
definitely an emotional being. Further, events start to have meaning, emotional tones begin to 
exist, an awareness of the emotion itself is created and memory is developing its emotional aspects. 
Giblin (1981 ), on the other hand, sees emotional development as a consequence of an 
equilibrium model based on distinction between feelings and emotions. He describes feelings as 
unprocessed responses to sensorial qualities and/or physiological changes. They first begin as 
diffuse affective responses and occur in preverbal children. If the individual is "overrun by this 
type of affective life", the maturing infant will be subject to frequent loses of equilibrium. To deal 
with this loss, emotions, or overt physiological and behavioral responses are formed and directed 
towards the changing environment. They vary in kind depending on both situation and appraisals 
and are an attempt to maintain stability. His five stages begin at birth and progress throughout 
adulthood. 
Delineating a more biological approach, Nicholson (1984) reported findings of gender 
differentiation of emotion in women as compared to men. On adjective checklist exercises, he 
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found women rated themselves as more anxious, moody and emotional than do men, however, 
observational studies did not support this finding. Parallel observations were found among 
children. Further, he conducted laboratory studies which suggested that male and female subjects 
exposed to the stress of having to carry-out a difficult task in noisy conditions appeared to react 
differently. Males showed a larger physiological response than females, whereas females reported 
to be more affected consciously by the experience. Thus emotion evoking experiences, like anger, 
seemed to effect males and females differently; primarily physiological for males and essentially 
verbal cognitive for females. 
Extending the view of differentiated emotion in infants, Malatesta (1982) combines a 
biological and social approach. Her research suggested infants at three to six months learned to 
make emotional facial expressions similar to those of their mothers. Mothers' attempts to shape 
infant emotional expression were accomplished through modeling and by making contingent 
responses. Infants were found to be responsive to nonverbal emotional messages which seemed to 
arouse and maintain attention. Thus Malatesta (1982) concluded, 'expression of emotion is subject 
to social influence and that the impact is probably substantial' (p. 157). Some emotions appear to 
be more important than others for particular individuals as they grow and mature. Emotional 
socialization is the learning of rules which governs emotional expression and how such rules might 
change with age. She hypothesized that preverbal infants are heavily dependent on their mothers 
nonverbal expression in modifying their own expressiveness; thereafter, verbal instructions 
probably increase in importance. Children continue to become emotionally socialized through 
observational learning and differential attention to their own emotional expressions where sex-role 
patterns begin to have their effects (Malatesta, 1982). 
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Additional thoughts on the socialization of emotion have been posed by Lewis and 
Michalson (1982). They base their analysis on the view that social environment plays an integral 
role in emotional development. Models of emotional development based on the idea of 
socialization suggest that 'experience and state may not be connected in a one-to-one fashion and 
that the socialization task is to connect them (socializing agents and biology, p 157)'. Socialization 
accomplishes a match between the cultural expectations of experience with a particular emotional 
state. Emotional expression is then elicited by certain stimuli in a specific situation. For example, 
children may experience anger 'only to the degree to which they have been socialized' rather than 
automatically through being in an angry state. Lewis and Michalson (1982) believe emotional 
socialization, itself, is dependent upon interpretation, labeling, and interactive behaviors of others. 
The socialization process begins the differentiation of emotions into highly complex cognitive-
based matters which develop in a child. 
Socialization and cognitive development of emotions in children, discussed by Piaget, was 
studied and interpreted by Cichetti and Hesse (1983). In examining Piaget's work, they report 
certain aspects of emotion did not change in development. The function of emotion during a child's 
first two years of life appeared to remain constant, although situations in which emotions were 
expressed became increasingly complex, changes prompted by developing motor and cognitive 
abilities. Childrens' emotions, according to Cichetti and Hesse (1983), gradually approximate 
meanings which adults gave to them. Implied in Piaget's theories, infants displayed more complex 
sequences of emotion because they became more complex cognitively. Emotion and cognition were 
intertwined in a child's development and viewed as parallel, complementary processes. Cichetti 
and Hesse disagree and view them as interacting. Buck (1983) offers a different explanation, 
arguing that situations by their nature prompt emotional understanding and mastery. He suggested 
that a novel feeling experienced by a child from neurochemical changes occurs when first feeling 
angry with a parent. If assimilable, the situation would be attractive. The readiness to 
comprehend these types of experiences depended on cognitive development and there implications 
for emotional education by the general culture which mostly acts to suppress "unapproved" 
reactions. Hence, various types of emotional responding (instrumental, expressive behavior and 
subjective experience) were associated with social learning. 
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Gender differences in the effects of experiencing or expressing anger, also, was discussed 
by Averill (1983) in a more global manner. In describing a general psychological perspective he 
suggested female and male theorists, themselves, view this issue in a contrary manner. Men begin 
with a biological perspective, women from a sociological perspective. According to a biological 
perspective, males of most primate species were more aggressive than females, a pattern which was 
repeated in humans and has been observed cross-culturally. Averill (1983) posited that to the 
extent to which anger is related to aggression it follows that men are more prone to anger than 
women. Feminists, according to Averill (1983), argued women were as capable of experiencing 
anger but were 'inhibited from doing so by power inequities within our patriarchal society'. 
Hence, a women's anger tended to be experienced and expressed in indirect and often self-defeating 
ways such as lethargy, or depression. 
In studies of the general public, Averill (1983) reported women becoming angry as often, 
as intensely, for similar reasons and with as much openness as men. The major and consistent 
difference between genders being women reported crying four times more often than males. In 
research conducted by Frodi, Macaulay and Thome (1977), women were found to be as prone to 
anger as men and as able to express their feelings. They concluded by saying, as individuals, 
persons are provoked by different situations in their everyday experience and would react 
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differently irrespective of gender. Once this level of specificity is left, variation in the experience 
and expression of anger disappears. Additionally, according to Frodi et al. (1977), little in social 
norms pertain to the expression of anger itself and to suggest women should be less sensitive to 
provocation than men may be erroneous. Since anger did not typically involve a great deal of 
direct, physical aggression women should be as able as men to express anger appropriately and 
effectively. 
A social learning approach regards the role of imitation and social reinforcement as major 
elements in development of response patterns such as with anger. In agreement with Lewis and 
Michalson (1982), Plutchik and Kellerman (1983) imply that responses with different degrees of 
accessibility must be associated with different patterns of social learning. They theorized that goal 
directed instrumental behavior was normally most accessible since it could clearly be identified by 
both communicator and responder. Children observed and learned directly from overt emotional 
behavior of parents and other models which acted to "shape" similar behaviors in children through 
social reinforcement. Children were conscious of their own emotional behavior and learned to 
make discriminations from personal and vicarious experiences about how one was supposed to 
respond in different sorts of emotional situations. In Western culture, a young girl finds relatively 
few female models who respond to anger-inducing situations with overt aggression and more likely 
would be punished for expressing such behavior than would a young boy, i.e., young ladies do not 
hit. 
A more social psychological approach to gender differences in identifying and expressing 
anger views emotional expression as providing stimuli to persons with whom we interact 
(Strongman, 1987). Persons, in tum, respond to these stimuli by observing, judging, classifying 
and then answering the communicator. The identifying response is not made to the emotional 
expression itself, but the meaning behind it. A grimace, he surmised, could be an expression of 
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anger, however it is the state which is underlying the facial expression which he believed the person 
is attempting to interpret. According to Strongman (1987), the following three aspects were 
important when individuals express emotions: 1) emotions were recognized as part of the situation 
in which it occurred (e.g., if asked to describe anger, one refers to a situation in which they felt the 
emotion; 2) emotional expression anticipated action (e.g., one observes an emotional expression in 
another person as asks what behavior is likely to follow) and 3) emotions were experienced (e.g., 
the meaning of an expressive behavior may be bound to subjective emotional experiences or 
attitudes). Therefore, women differed from men in the manner in which anger was experienced 
because it provoked different responses in others. Patterns found in memories of adult women 
indicated anger almost always was expressed verbally 'speaking gently but firmly' in accordance 
with the stereotype of 'good' women whereas men were more likely to have responded with 
physical violence (Crawford, Kippax, Onyx, Gault & Benton, 1992). 
According to some researchers, stereotyped roles play a key factor in anger expression; 
hence, no inherent differences between sexes were found, only variations in how the situations were 
represented. According to this ideology, social representations of anger may be altered depending 
on whether it was associated with a man or woman (Moscovici, 1984). Anger in women was 
expected to be restrained and was often represented as being emotional or hysterical rather than 
aggressive or violent. Men's anger most frequently accompanied by violence, either overt or 
implied, was expected to be so. Thus Moscovici (1984) contends, different representations of 
anger point to an underlying structure of power and subordination and was not solely descriptive of 
the emotion itself. When anger or rage could not be directed at the source and subjects reported 
difficulty in expressing their emotions verbally, it was accompanied by bursting into tears. Tears 
represented and intended to communicate the strength of feeling as opposed to the emotion alone. 
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Researchers pose that anger accompanied by crying has often been misinterpreted as hurt, 
depression or personal incapacity rather than labeled as uncontrolled rage or moral indignation that 
was experienced (Averill, 1983; Moscovici, 1984). Therefore, social conditioning suggests boys 
would not be punished for aggression (presumably acting out anger) whereas girls, at the very 
least, would be discouraged to do so. Instead, women are socialized not to be aggressive, and 
hence not to be angry (Crawford et al., 1992). Crawford et al. (1992) believe that many theories 
conceptualize anger and aggression as inseparable. Similar approaches are used to explain why in 
stressful situations men became violent and women became depressed. Consequently, depression 
may be interpreted as anger turned inward, a more "socially acceptable" response (as viewed by 
society) compared to a possibly violent reaction (not as accepted by the general populace) which 
evoked fear in women. Hence, according to her, anger was suppressed and expressed as frustration 
or victimization and accompanied by tears. Crying as an expression of anger, when misinterpreted 
as a plea for understanding, when disbelieved or misunderstood established a vicious cycle 
experienced by some women and acted to deter females from expressing anger (Crawford et al., 
1992). 
In general, many theorists have examined sex differences in anger expression and have 
created a multitude of hypotheses and explanations regarding this issue. Some conclude there is no 
difference in the way men and women experience and express anger, the extent to which they can 
identify their own anger and the categories of items that make them angry (Tavris, 1982). Instead, 
Tavris (1982) stated differences arise because disagreement between genders as to what behaviors 
constituted an offense (i.e., what constitutes unjust behavior) exist in both private and public 
spheres. In recognizing the cultural specificity of anger (and accepting that men and women live in 
different cultures) one may be mislead into accepting that men and women differ in the way anger 
is experienced and, especially, how it is expressed. Hence, the interpretation of anger may lead 
some researchers to wrongfully define the emotion as frustration, powerlessness or some other 
attribute. 
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In conclusion, anger expression appears to be influenced by family norms and beliefs 
introduced in childhood. It is not clear whether anger experiences as well as expression are also 
influenced by expressive families. It was predicted that subjects' expressions of anger would be 
related to their families' expressivity while they were growing up. It is in the family that individuals 
first observe and experience situations involving social anger. 
As active processors of their environment, children attempt to construct rules for 
appropriate internalization and expression of emotion from incidents that they observe. Parents 
also impart their beliefs and values by explicitly labeling experiences and by providing examples 
that children use in social referencing (Campos & Stenberg, 1981). Whereas some family 
influences are moderated later as children become further socialized in school and make conscious 
choices for self-expression, initial values regarding expressiveness probably continue to have some 
impact. Besides influencing overt expressivity, it may be hypothesized that anger expression 
formed during development becomes internalized into greater sensitivity to anger experiences in the 
maturing individual. 
Since young children have difficulty distinguishing between the expression of emotion and 
actual emotionality, parental expressivity may influence children's belief systems about the 
acceptability and reasonableness of emotionality. Thus, children in homes where anger expression 
is abundant may not only perceive that anger expression is acceptable, but that feeling angry is 
acceptable as well. As a consequence, individuals may become more expressive of anger and come 
to experience the emotion even more profoundly (Burrowes & Halberstadt, 1987). Such a 
phenomenon may play a role in the emotional expressiveness of student's attending a private day 
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school and mirrored in a group "average" adolescents. The following investigation seeks to 
identify the relationship between the students' self-expressiveness and the expressiveness of their 
families. Of particular interest, is the influence of expressiveness on these students' expression of 
anger. 
Based on previous research, the current study proposes to examine predicted relationships 
among the three measures, self- and family-expressiveness and anger. First, it is predicted that a 
positive relationship will exist between the level of emotional expressiveness in the adolescent 
subjects' families and the level of the subjects' self-expressiveness (Burrowes & Halberstadt, 
1987; Campos & Stenberg, 1981;). Second, a positive relationship between family expressiveness 
and anger is expected. This outcome is based on Burrowes and Halberstadt's (1987) findings that 
family expressiveness is related to individuals' present styles of expressing anger. Hence, if a 
family is more emotionally expressive they would be more willing or able to express anger 
verbally, in a more controlled fashion, and not act out the behavior. Similarly, a positive 
relationship would exist between self-expressiveness and anger. Persons from a more expressive 
family, themselves, would be more expressive, and would tend to express emotions of anger more 
freely (in non-physical forms) than persons who are less expressive and come from less expressive 
homes (Burrowes & Halberstadt, 1987). Hence, persons who perceived their families as more 
negatively expressive would themselves have the highest rating of anger expression. 
As discussed earlier, positive/neutral and negative emotions will be examined separately. 
Based on Burrowes and Halberstadt's (1987) view, positive and negative emotionality are 
generally independent. It is predicted that expressive people, especially negatively expressive 
people, would be more expressive of anger specifically, but would not necessarily have more 
intense or frequent anger experiences. Finally, designated others ratings of the three measures will 
agree with student's perceptions of these variables. 
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A second sample of students from a public high school participated in the study. Similar 
patterns as hypothesized above were expected; however, differences in emotionality between the 
two samples were predicted. Students attending the specialized program were hypothesized to have 
lower self- and family-expressiveness ratings and greater anger questionnaire scores. These 
predictions are based on findings from Ghuman et al. (1989) who stated that emotional well being 
and behavior is dependent upon a person's ability to communicate and express emotion. Those 
better able to verbally express emotion, high self-expressiveness and therefore high family-
expressiveness, were expected to be less likely to act-out their emotions and have more emotional 
control. Hence, anger scores should be lower among students at the public junior high school than 




Subjects were students attending a private, therapeutic day school in suburban Chicago 
(this program is for emotionally troubled students between the ages of 5 and 21 years, referred to 
as "private" throughout paper) and a public junior high school, also, located in suburban Chicago 
(referred to as "public" throughout paper). 
The private day school's main purpose is to assist students in regaining control of their 
academic, social and family situations through a behavioral health support and academic 
combination. The program operates all year, Monday through Friday, from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 
It is limited to children of average to above average intelligence who display difficulty with social 
relations or exhibit mood swings, depression, impaired judgment and anxiety or social 
maladjustment. Most students have been identified as having a social or emotional disorder by the 
home school district and were placed under the Individual with Disabilities Education Act, Public 
Law 101-476. The program combines four approaches: academic, therapeutic, group and family. 
All junior and senior high school-aged children were asked to participate in this study. 
The public school is a district junior high school serving Maine Township residents. 
Participating students were eighth grade classes taught by a specific instructor who agreed to 
sponsor the study. The school is a traditional public junior high school whose program follows a 





A 13-item questionnaire, the Affective Communication Test (ACT)2 (Friedman, Prince, 
Riggio & DiMatteo, 1980), measures individuals' reports of their own expressiveness. It has been 
found to be reliable and have good construct validity. Subjects report the truth value of items like, 
"I show that I like someone by hugging or touching that person" and "At small parties I am the 
center of attention" using a 9-point Likert scale. Because the ACT primarily measures expression 
during positive or neutral situations, four questions assessing expression during negative situations 
were added: 1) "I sometimes show my annoyance, even in unimportant situations." 2) "When I am 
mad, I really let people know it." 3) "My voice quivers when I am upset or scared" and 4) "When I 
am sad, my face clearly shows it." 
Following the procedure of Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987), the original ACT items were 
summed into one subscale (score range 9 to 117) and the 4 negative items were summed into 
another (score range 4 to 36). 
Guardian form - Due to the short length of the original questionnaire, designated others 
will receive an identical form modified to reflect their opinion of the subject's self-expression. 
Family Expressiveness 
The Family-Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEQ)3 (Halberstadt, 1986) is a questionnaire 
describing 40 scenarios involving emotional expression. This questionnaire was utilized to 
differentiate persons perception of their families' expressiveness. Scenarios were divided into two 
subscales, 20 items each, and represent affect dimension, positive and negative. Halberstadt 
reported the FEQ as following the structure of the Profile of the Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS) test 
created by Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers and Archer (1979). This test focused on two 
dimensions characteristically discussed by nonverbal researchers. The FEQ was designed to 
measure family members' perceptions of overall expressiveness in their environment and thus to 
generalize beyond specific nonverbal behaviors. "For these reasons, items were not cued to 
nonverbal expressiveness exclusively, and instead, describe emotionally expressive content 
(admiring, apologizing) ratherthan channel (verbal, nonverbal)" (Halberstadt, 1986, p. 828). 
Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987) assessed this measure's reliability and discriminative 
validity and all were found to be moderate to strong.4 Subjects report frequency of events (as 
indicated in 40 scenarios) in their family as they are perceived using a 9-point Likert scale. 
Following their procedure, positive items were summed into one scale; negative items were 
summed into another (score range of each subscale falls between 20 to 180). 
Guardian form - The FEQ sent to designated others will be identical to forms completed 
by students. 
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This questionnaire was restricted to social anger (anger at individuals as opposed to 
objects or the world in general). The survey began with a question about overall frequency of 
becoming angry and the intensity at which it was rated. Following Averill's5 (1982) general 
format, subjects wrote a brief description of two anger incidents with another person, one mild and 
one severe. Subjects proceeded by responding to Likert-type scales using the extreme angering 
experience. Due to the length and complexity of Averill's questionnaire, it was shortened, 
simplified and adapted to the researcher's specific interests and abilities of the subject population. 
Questions relating to experiences and expressions of anger were retained. Psychometric qualities 
of these and other scores were assessed as part of this study. 
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Following Burrowes and Halberstadfs (1987) procedure, the first two anger scores were 
derived from: 1) frequency of annoyance and anger and 2) intensity of annoyance and anger 
experiences. Scores in the original study were derived from descriptions of both the annoying and 
most angering incident: 1) duration (2 questions), 2) desire to control, 3) actual control (3 
questions), 4) desire to express (11 questions), 5) actual expression (11 questions), 6) relief as a 
consequence (7 questions), 7) self-description/self-assessment (4 questions), 8) physical 
signs/symptoms (8 questions), 9) perception of others (2 questions) and 10) motivation for anger 
(13 questions). In the current study, only questions involving the most angering incident were 
asked. The above 10 categories could only be surmised and the final scales validated through 
statistical analyses following data collection. 
Guardian Form -A shorter version was completed by one of the students' guardians and 
was modified as necessary. Items included were 1) frequency and duration of the subject's anger; 
2) the subject's actual control over anger expression; 3) subject's actual expression of anger; 4) the 
designated other's opinion of the intensity of the subject's anger; 5) how the subject's anger is 
viewed as the result of the experience and 6) how the subject's anger compared to other persons' 
emotional expression in the described situation and in general. 
Procedure 
Legal guardians were requested to sign letters of consent permitting students to participate 
in this study and allowing for the sharing of research results, based on group statistics, with day 
school staff. Guardians from the public school signed a similar letter, which were kept by the 
school. Students were asked to sign the same form indicating their desire to participate in the 
research. Subjects receiving permission and agreeing to participate completed self- and family-
expressiveness questionnaires in random order. The anger survey was given last in order to avoid 
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the possibility of mood induction. Ordering questionnaires in such a manner allowed for self- and 
family-expressive measures to be recorded while subjects were in as neutral an affect as possible. 
This order avoided contamination by the anger questionnaire which was feared to possibly induce a 
negative attitude. Such an attitude, if created, may result from the recollection of an anger incident 
and bias subjects' responses. Psychological support and intervention for problems associated with 
mood induction was sought from private school clinicians and public school student counselors. 
Private school students completed questionnaires during the school day in a private room. 
Public school students completed surveys during their regular class. Survey completion was 
carefully monitored by the researcher and forms read to students who preferred that option at the 
private school. The sponsoring teacher at the public school acted as proctor while forms were self-
administered to students. Research participants were offered an incentive for their assistance. 
Each participant was asked to designate a person (a mother, father, or other legal guardian) to 
independently complete similar questionnaires about the participant. Again self- and family-
expressiveness questionnaires were given in random order with a short version of the anger survey 
last. Questionnaires completed by both groups served two purposes: 1) similar perceptions of 
participants would provide consensual validation for the three measures and 2) similar correlations 
based on data obtained from the subject and the designated other would increase confidence that 
the relationships exist. Students and guardians were asked not to discuss responses until all forms 
are returned. Students were informed they may participate even ifthe guardian did not return their 
set of questionnaires. It was estimated that subjects required about one hour to complete 




All statistical analyses were conducted utilizing SPSS-PC. The sample included a total of 
82 subjects, 13 (15 .9%) students from the private day school (8 males, 5 females) and 69 (84.1 %) 
students from the public junior high school. The public school sample consisted of 39 (47.6%) 
male students and 43 (52.4%) female students. Table I and Table 2 indicate statistics related to 
student gender and age distributions by location, respectively. The average age of the total sample 
was 13.48 years (see Table 2); however, private school students had a greater age distribution with 
the average age equal to 14.77 years. Public school students were an average age of 13.23 years. 
Guardian participation was a 100% at the private school (n=l3) and 86% (n=59) at the public 
school. Guardian gender was impossible to ascertain from questionnaire responses (see Table 3). 
Readability of questionnaires were assessed using the Grammar feature of Microsoft 
Word, version 6.0 and reported in Table 4. Principal component analyses were conducted for all 
items on each of the three questionnaires. Composite scores reported for original questionnaires 
were tested and their reliabilities (Chronbach Alpha) found. When current data did not fit 
previously hypothesized categories, they were factor analyzed and new combinations of 
questionnaire items were created, described and tested. All correlations were assessed using one-




Student Gender by Location 
Private School Public School 
Gender f Percent f Percent 
Male 8 9.8 31 6.1 
Female 5 37.8 38 46.3 
Total 13 15.9 69 84.1 
Table 2 
Age by Location (n = 82) 
Private School 
Years f Percent 
12 1 (7.7) 
13 2 (15.4) 
14 3 (23.1) 
15 3 (23.1) 
16 1 (7.7) 
17 3 (23.1) 
Total 13 













Guardian Gender by Student Gender 
Male Student Female Student Total 
Guardian f Percent f Percent f Percent 
Mother 15 18.3 25 30.5 40 48.8 
Father 4 4.9 3 3.7 7 8.5 
Both parents 14 17.1 13 15.9 27 32.9 
Mother/Stepfather 1 1.2 1 1.2 
No answer 7 8.5 
Total 34 41.5 41 50 82 100 
Note: Guardian Relation - relation described by guardian completing questionnaire. The actual 
question was intended to assess gender bias in completing questionnaires but did not 
provide the information sought. 
Percent= percent of total sample (n = 82) 
Table 4 
Assessment of Questionnaire Readability 
Questionnaire Grade Level 
Flesch-Kincaid Bormuth 
Student Guardian Student Guardian 
Self- 3.0 3.9 10.2 10.2 
Expressivenss 
Family- 5.3 5.4 10.8 10.8 
Expressiveness 
Anger 6.2 6.4 11.1 11.1 
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Principle Components Analyses/Reliabilities 
Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
30 
The original 17-item questionnaire was divided into three variable groupings: 
positive/neutral, negative and reversed. Results from the principal components analysis with 
varimax rotation did not support these factors but suggested a new set of scores. These scales 
were: public shyness, positive/neutral expression, positive extrovert expression and negative 
expression. Reliabilities for composite scores and the total questionnaire are given in Table 5. 
They range from .59 to .78 among student responses and .36 to .65 among guardian answers. Both 
student and guardian versions were similar, the only modification on the guardian questionnaire 
was the use of the term ''he/she" when referring to the student. Inter-scale correlations can be found 
in Table 6. All inter-item correlations for both student and guardian scales were significant, 
ranging from r(80)=-.45,p<.OOJ to r(80}=.90,p<.OOJ among students and r(80)=-.21,p<.05 to 
r(80)=.83, p<. 001 among guardians, most reaching a probability level of .001. Although not 
predicted, a negative correlation between public shyness and total self-expressiveness is logical 
because the two attributes would be expected to be contrary. 
Family-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
The family-expressiveness questionnaire consisted of 40 items and a page asking for 
demographic information (4 questions for the student, 5 in the guardian version). Both guardian 
and student questionnaires were identical. The original survey was divided into four scales: 
positive dominant, positive submissive, negative dominant and negative submissive. For this study, 
only the positive and negative sub-scales were of interest. Questionnaire items falling into each 
scale are listed in Table 7. Internal consistency of the total, positive and negative composite scores 
were .89, .90 and .84 forthe student measures and .92, .92 and .88 for guardian scores, 
Table 5 
Composite Scores and Corresponding Reliabilities for Student and 
Guardian Self-Expressiveness Questionnaires (SEQ) 
Composite Score Cronbach's Alpha 
(and questions comprising it) No. of items Student Guardian 
(n = 82) (n = 69) 
Total 17 .78 .65 
based on entire questionnaire 
Public shyness 5 .67 .70 
My laugh is soft and shy. 
I dislike being watched by a large group. 
I usually have a neutral face expression. 
I like to remain unnoticed in a crowd 
I am shy among strangers. 
Positive/Neutral Expression 7 .76 .64 
When I hear good dance music, I can hardly keep still. 
I can easily express emotion over the telephone. 
I often touch friends during conversations. 
People tell me that I would make a good actor or 
actress. 
I am able to give a flirting look if I want to. 
At small parties I am the center of attention. 
I show that I like someone by hugging or touching 
that person. 
Positive Extroversion 5 .67 .54 
I often touch friends during conversations. 
People tell me that I would make a good actor or 
actress. 
I am able to give a flirting look if I want to. 
I am terrible at acting as in games like charades. 
(Reversed) 
At small parties I am the center of attention. 
Negative Expression 4 .59 .36 
I sometimes show my annoyance, even in 
unimportant situations. 
When I am mad, I really let people know it. 
My voice quivers when I am upset or scared 
When I am sad, my face clearly shows it. 
Note: Data of 82 students and 69 guardians was analyzed. 
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Table 6 
Scale lntercorrelations (rs) for Student and Guardian Self-Expres-




























Note: Positive Extroversion and Negative Expression were not analyzed due to reliabilities below .70. 
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Table 7 
Questions Comprising Composite Scores in Family-Expressiveness 
Questionnaire (FEQ) 
Positive Expression 
Showing forgiveness to someone who broke a favorite possession. 
Thanking family members for something they have done. 
Exclaining over a beautiful day 
Praising someone for good work. 
Seeking approval for an action. 
Expressing excitement after an unexpected win. 
Expressing excitement over one's future plans. 
Showing admiration. 
Telling someone how nice they look. 
Expressing sympathy for someone's troubles. 
Expressing deep affection or love for someone. 
Spontaneously hugging a family member. 
Expressing concern for the success of other family members. 
Offering to do somebody a favor. 
Snuggling up to a family member. 
Trying to cheer up someone who is sad. 
Telling family members how happy you are. 
Expressing gratitude for a favor. 
Surprising someone with a little gift or favor. 
Saying "I'm sorry" when one realizes one was wrong. 
Negative Expression 
Showing hatred for another's actions. 
Expressing dislike with someone else's behavior. 
Expressing verbal anger at someone else's carelessness. 
Sulking over unfair treatment by a family member. 
Blaming one another for family problems. 
Crying after an unpleasant disagreement 
Putting down other person's interests. 
Showing dislike for someone. 
Expressing embarrassment over a stupid mistake. 
Going to pieces when pressure builds up. 
Expressing sorrow when a pet dies. 
Expressing disappointment over something that didn't work out. 
Argue with a family member. 
Crying when someone leaves. 
Expressing temporary anger over an unimportant irritation. 
Apologizing for being late. 
Crying for being punished. 
Telling a family member how hurt you are. 
Threatening someone. 
Criticizing someone for being late. 
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respectively (see Table 8). Inter-scale correlations for student and guardian responses are found in 
Table 9. These correlations ranged from r(74)=.3 l, p<. 05 to r(74)=.84, p<. 001 and most reached 
ap<.001. 
Anger 
The Anger questionnaire, fashioned from an original form created by Averill (1982), was 
reduced from over 70 questions to 69 in the student version and 30 for the guardian. The language 
was simplified and adapted for easier completion by students and guardians. The original form, 
also, modified by Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987) was divided into 10 variables: frequency, 
percentage, intensity, duration, desire to control, actual control, felt like expressing, actual 
expression, relief and depression. Prior to data collection, questions were divided into similar 
groupings as Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987). Emerging from the principal components analyses 
were slightly different factors; they are: uncontrollability of expression, frequency, intensity, 
positive consequence of expression, negative consequence of expression and a crankiness/ 
annoyance factor. Total anger scores were found for both samples, however positive consequence, 
negative consequence and crankiness/annoyance variables did not exist for guardian data since it 
was felt that these feelings were personal and could only be described by the student. Reliabilities 
for applicable scores ranged from .60 to .83 among students and .76 to .90 among guardian 
measures. Factor composition, reliabilities and inter-correlations are listed in Tables 10, 11, 12 
and 13. Scale inter-correlations ranged from r(77)=-. 02, ns to r(77)=. 95, p<. 001 among students 
and r(67)=.49,p<.001 to r(64)=.91,p<.001 within guardians. All guardian correlations were 
significant . Student inter-scale correlations also were significant except for those associated with 
positive consequences following anger expression which were not significant. 
Table 8 
Reliability Measures for Student and Guardian Family-Expressiveness 
Questionnaire (FEQ) 
Composite No.of Cronbach's Alpha 
Score items Student Guardian 
(n = 76) (n = 67) 
Total (based on entire questionnaire) 40 .89 .92 
Positive Expressiveness 20 .90 .92 
Negative Expressiveness 20 .84 .88 
Note: Data of76 students and 67 guardians were analyzed. 
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Table 9 
Scale lntercorrelations for Student and Guardian Family-
Expressiveness Questionnaire (n = 7 6) 
Student 
Positive Negative 
Total Expression Expression 






Total Expression Expression 






Questions Comprising Composite Scores in Anger Questionnaire 
Total 
How often during the last week did you become annoyed, irritated, or aggravated (but not angry)? 
How often during the last week did you become angry? 
How intense was your annoyance in the situation described above? 
How intense was your anger in the situation described above? 
How able were you to control what you did or said? 
How able were you to control what you thought and felt? 
Consider what you actually did, how would you describe your behavior while angry? 
Uncontrollability of Anger Reaction 
How able were you to control what you did or said? 
How able were you to control what you thought and felt? 
Consider what you actually did, how would you describe your behavior while angry? 
Frequency of Anger Expression 
How often during the last week did you become annoyed, irritated, or aggravated (but not angry)? 
How often during the last week did you become angry? 
Intensity of Anger Expression 
How intense was your annoyance in the situation described above? 
How intense was your anger in the situation described above? 
Positive Emotional Consequence of Anger Expression 
How did you feel about getting angry after the situation? 
- good, pleased, glad 
- victorious, confident, skilled 
- relieved, calm, satisfied 
Negative Emotional Consequence of Anger Expression 
How did you feel about getting angry after the situation? 
-cranky, unfriendly, aggravated 
-depressed, unhappy, gloomy 
- anxious, jittery, nervous 
Expression of Crankiness and Annoyance (Standardized) 
How intense was your annoyance in the situation described above? 
How did you feel about getting angry after the situation? 
- cranky, unfriendly, aggravated 
- depressed, unhappy, gloomy 




Reliability Measures for Student and Guardian Anger Questionniares 
Composite Score No. of items Cronbach's AlEha 
Student Guardian 
Total 7 .79 .89 
(n = 81) (n = 66) 
Uncontrollability of Anger Reaction 3 .80 .90 
(n = 81) (n = 79) 
Frequency of Anger Expression 2 .83 .76 
(n = 81) (n = 69) 
Intensity of Anger Expression 2 .62 .78 
(n = 81) (n = 69) 
Positive Emotional Consequence of Anger Expression 3 .76 
(n = 79) 
Negative Emotional Consequence of Anger Expression 3 .60 
(n = 79) 
Expression of Crankiness and Annoyance (Standardized) 4 .68 
(n = 79) 
Note: --- reliabilities unavailable, composite scores created from questions not asked of guardians. 
Table 12 
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Gender Similarities and Differences 
Mean differences associated with gender for each variable in the three questionnaires were 
examined by two-tailed t-tests. Comparisons were done for both student and guardian data. 
Results for gender comparisons are printed in Tables 14, 15 and 16. In general, mean differences 
in gender for student self- and family-expressiveness showed significant differences with females 
rating themselves higher on all scales except for public shyness. Two exceptions were total and 
negative family-expressiveness which were not significant. The anger questionnaire showed a 
different pattern of significance for students. Mean differences were not significant for the total 
questionnaire and the uncontrolled expression, frequency and positive consequence sub-scales. 
Significant differences were found in the remaining scales where females rated themselves as 
more intense and having greater negative consequences following the angering incident. Males, on 
the other hand, rated themselves as being less cranky/annoyed. Mean differences within guardian 
responses were mostly nonsignificant for both self- and family-expressiveness questionnaires. 
Guardians who were female rated students as being more self-expressive overall (total). Gender 
difference in guardian ratings for the anger questionnaire were all significant except for 
uncontrolled expression. In all three variables (total, frequency, and intensity) female guardians 
rated students higher than did male guardians, all reaching ap<.05 (intensity reachingp<.001). 
Hypothesis Testing 
Five main hypotheses were proposed at the outset of this study. Three predictions involved 
inter-relating the three measures, self-and family-expressiveness and anger. The remaining 
suppositions were based on sample relationships: students versus guardians and private school 
compared to public school. Below is a discussion of each and their respective findings. 
Table 14 
Mean Differences Between Gender in Student and Guardian 
Self-Expressiveness Questionnaires 
Standard Degrees of Probability 
Student Gender n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 39 4.64 l.ll -4.55 80 p<.001 
Female 43 5.79 l.16 
Public Male 39 4.85 1.32 2.15 80 p<.05 
Shyness Female 43 4.03 2.02 
Positive/Neutral Male 39 3.94 l.66 -4.21 80 p<.001 
Expression Female 43 5.43 1.55 
Positive Male 39 4.46 1.82 -2.33 80 p<.05 
Extroversion Female 43 5.35 1.64 
Negative Male 39 4.76 1.88 -3.06 80 p<.01 
Expression Female 43 5.91 1.51 
Standard Degrees of Probability 
Guardian Gender n Mean Deviation I-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 30 5.25 .88 -2.04 67 p<.05 
Female 39 5.69 .92 
Public Male 32 4.69 1.81 1.12 70 ns 
Shyness Female 40 4.22 1.80 
Positive/Neutral Male 31 4.87 1.30 -1.89 69 ns 
Expression Female 40 5.47 1.33 
Positive Male 31 4.77 1.50 -1.56 69 ns 
Extroversion Female 40 5.31 1.38 
Negative Male 31 5.52 1.25 -.79 70 ns 
Expression Female 41 5.76 l.29 
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Table 15 
Mean Differences Between Gender in Student and Guardian 
Family-Expressiveness Questionnaires 
Student 
Questionnaire Standard Degrees of Probability 
Scale Gender n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 34 5.08 1.12 -1.75 74 ns 
Female 42 5.51 1.06 
Positive Male 37 5.30 1.42 -2.37 77 p<.05 
Female 42 6.05 1.42 
Negative Male 36 4.84 1.13 -.70 77 ns 
Female 43 5.04 1.40 
Guardian 
Questionnaire Standard Degrees of Probability 
Scale Gender n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 32 5.60 1.12 -.62 65 ns 
Female 35 5.76 1.04 
Positive Male 34 6.34 1.40 -.64 71 ns 
Female 39 6.53 1.21 
Negative Male 32 4.89 1.29 -.27 66 ns 




Mean Differences Between Gender in Student and Guardian 
Anger Questionnaires 
Standard Degrees of Probability 
Student Gender n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 38 35.50 11.22 -1.48 79 ns 
Female 43 39.21 11.25 
Uncontrolled Male 39 1.61 .60 -1.04 80 ns 
Expression Female 43 1.76 .68 
Frequency Male 39 4.06 2.12 .09 80 ns 
Female 43 4.02 2.01 
Intensity Male 38 5.63 2.28 -2.46 79 p<.05 
Female 43 6.80 2.01 
Positive Male 36 5.44 1.90 1.76 77 ns 
Consequence Female 43 4.72 1.75 
Negative Male 37 4.95 1.51 -3.30 78 p<.001 
Consequence Female 43 6.19 1.80 
Crankiness/ Male 36 -1.05 2.46 -3.34 77 p<.001 
Annoyance Female 43 .98 2.87 
Standard Degrees of Probability 
Guardian Gender n Mean Deviation t-Value Frt:edom (2-tailed) 
Total Male 27 24.81 12.30 -2.78 64 p<.05 
Female 39 33.41 12.40 
Uncontrolled Male 30 1.15 .63 -1.96 67 ns 
Expression Female 39 1.48 .71 
Frequency Male 33 2.53 1.54 -2.02 71 p<.05 
Female 40 3.31 1.74 
Intensity Male 29 4.17 2.36 -3.33 67 p<.001 
Female 40 5.95 2.06 
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PREDICTING SELF-EXPRESSIVENESS FROM FAMILY-EXPRESSIVENESS 
The first hypothesis stated that there should be a positive relationship between family- and 
self-expressiveness. That is, those persons whose families are perceived as more expressive 
should themselves be more expressive and those whose families are rated as less expressive should, 
consequently, be less expressive themselves. It was expected that those persons who perceive their 
families as being more negatively expressive would themselves be more expressive of negative 
emotions. Residual scores were created from original scale variables of each questionnaire by 
using multiple regression to partial out the effects of sample gender, age and location (private 
school compared to public school). These values were correlated and examined (see Table 17). 
Significant results were found for all variables except public shyness (self-expressiveness). 
Correlations varied between r(77)=.20, p<. 05 to r(74)=.50, p<. OOJ. The strongest relationship 
was found between negative self-expressiveness and each of the three family-expressiveness scales 
(total-r(74)=.50, p<. OOJ; positive-r(77)=.42, p<. OOJ and negative-r(77)=.45, p<. OOJ). These 
findings seem to be consistent with the hypothesized relationship, however, one would not expect 
positive family-expressiveness to be strongly correlated with negative self-expressiveness, 
(r(77)=.42, p<. OOJ). Correlations between r(77)=.3 l, p<. OJ and r(74)=.35, p<. OOJ were 
associated with: 1) total family-expressiveness and total self-expression (r(74)=.35, p<. OOJ); 2) 
total family-expressiveness and positive/neutral self-expression (r(74)=.35, p<. OOJ); 3) total 
family-expressiveness and positive extroversion (r(74)=.32, p<. OJ); 4) positive family-
expressiveness and total self-expression (r(17)=.31,p<.OJ) and 5) positive family-expressiveness 
and positive/neutral self-expression (r(77)=.34, p<. OOJ). Remaining correlations varied between 
r(77)=.20, p<. 05 and r(77)=.28, p<. OJ and were as follows: 1) positive family-expressiveness 
and positive extroversion (r(77)=.28, p<. OJ); 2) negative family-expressiveness and total self-
Table 17 
Predicting Self-Expressiveness from Family Expressiveness: Cor-
relation of Questionnaire Scale Residuals, Controlling for Effects 
of Gender, Age, and Location on Both Predictors and Outcomes. 

































































expression (r(77)= .28, p<. 0 l); 3) negative family-expressiveness and positive/neutral expression 
(r(77)=.24, p<. 05) and 4) negative family-expressiveness and positive extroversion (r(77)=.20, 
p<. 05). In general, it seems as though family-expressiveness was related to self-expressiveness; 
however, the predicted relationship between positive and negative affect is not as strong as 
expected. Negative family-expressiveness was clearly related to negative self-expressiveness 
(r(11)=.45, p<. 001) but, also, was related to positive (r(77)=.24, p<. 05) and total self-
expressiveness (r(11)=.28,p<.Ol). Likewise, positive family-expressiveness was related to 
positive self-expression (r(11)=.34,p<.001) but, also, was correlated with negative self-expression 
(r(77)=.42, p<. 001). 
PREDICTING ANGER FROM FAMILY-EXPRESSIVENESS 
It was predicted that family-expressiveness would be directly and positively related to 
expression (total, uncontrollability, frequency, crankiness/annoyance) but not necessarily to the 
experience of anger (intensity, positive emotional consequence, negative emotional consequence). 
Specifically, persons who perceived their families as more emotionally expressive would 
themselves be more expressive of anger with the highest rating found in those persons who rate 
their families as being highly expressive of negative emotion. Residual scores were created from 
original scale variables of each questionnaire using multiple regression to partial out the effects of 
sample gender, age and location. These values were correlated and examined (see Table 18). 
All correlations (21 cells) were significant with the exception of positive emotional 
consequence of anger which was nonsignificant as previously hypothesized. Statistics ranged 
from r(14)= .24, p<. 05 to r(12)= .45, p<. 001. First, total family expressiveness was hypothesized 
to be related to some anger expression variables and not to those indicating anger experience. 
Findings were mixed. Expression variables were found significantly correlated with family-
Table 18 
Predicting Anger from Family-Expressiveness (FEQ): Correlation of Questionnaire Scale Residuals, 
Controlling for Effects of Gender, Age, and Location on Both Predictors and Outcomes. [r, (n), pj 
Anger 
Positive Negative 
Uncontrolled Emotional Emotional Crankiness/ 
Total Expression Frequency Intensity Consequence Consequence Annoyance 
FE.Q. Variable 
Total .38 .24 .30 .33 -.08 .44 .45 
(75) (76) (76) (75) (74) (75) (74) 
p<.001 p<.05 p<.01 p<.01 ns p<.001 p<.001 
Positive .28 .25 .09 .27 -.11 .36 .36 
Expression (78) (79) (79) (78) (76) (77) (76) 
p<.01 p<.05 ns p<.01 ns p<.001 p<.001 
Negative .38 .20 .41 .30 -.05 .35 .37 
Expression (78) (79) (79) (78) (77) (78) (77) 
p<.001 p<.05 p<.001 p<.01 ns p<.001 p<.001 
.... 
00 
expressiveness (total-r(73)=.38,p<.OOJ, uncontrolled expression- r(14)=.24,p<.05, frequency-
r(74)=.30,p<.OJ and crankiness/annoyance-r(72)=.45,p<.OOJ) as well as two of the three 
measures of experience (intensity-r(73)=.33, p<. OJ and negative emotional consequence -
r(73)=.44, p<. 001). 
Findings relating negative family-expressiveness to anger expression followed a similar 
pattern as above and were unexpectedly different than predicted. Hence, both intensity 
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(r(76)= .30, p<. 01) and negative emotional consequence (r(76)= .35, p<. 001) were found to relate 
to negative family-expressiveness as well as the expression variables (total-r(76)=.38,p<.OOJ, 
uncontrolled expression- r(77)= .20, p<. 05, frequency-r(77)= .41, p<. 001 and crankiness/ 
annoyance-r(7 5)= .3 7, p<. 001)). One might posit (although, not clearly hypothesized) that positive 
family-expressiveness would not be related to anger experience or expression. This hypothesis was 
not supported by data, instead a similar pattern as with total and negative family-expressiveness 
was found. 
Further analyses examining the relationship between family-expressiveness and anger were 
performed to observe whether similar patterns were discovered for both private school and public 
school students separately (see Tables 19 and 20). Data gathered at the private school do not 
completely conform to predictions. Total family expressiveness was found only to be related to 
negative emotional consequence (r(l0)=.68,p<.Ol; anger experience) and crankiness/annoyance 
scales (r(9)=. 75, p<. 01; anger expression). However, negative family-expression had the highest 
correlation (of the 21 cell matrix) with crankiness/annoyance, r(9)=.11,p<.01 which seemed to 
agree with the stated hypothesis that persons negative family expressiveness ratings would most 
compare with the expression of anger. Other significant correlations included: 1) negative family-
expressiveness and frequency (r(l0)=.51,p<.05; anger expression); 2) negative family-
expressiveness and negative emotional consequence (r(l O)=. 76, p<. 01; anger experience); 
Table 19 
Predicting Anger from Family-Expressiveness (FEQ): Correlation of Questionnaire Scale Residuals, 














Total Expression Frequency Intensity Consequence Consequence Annoyance 
-.07 -.27 .41 .10 -.34 .68 .75 
(11) (12) (12) (11) (12) (12) (11) 
ns ns ns ns ns p<.01 p<.01 
-.03 -.08 .08 .14 -.11 .46 .55 
(12) (13) (13) (12) (13) (13) (12) 
ns ns ns ns ns ns p<.05 
-.14 -.35 .51 -.02 -.57 .76 .77 
(11) (12) (12) (11) (12) (12) (11) 




Predicting Anger from Family-Expressiveness (FEQ): Correlation of Questionnaire Scale Residuals, 






















Ex:pressio11 Frequency Intensity Consequence Consequence Annoyance 
.40 .29 .37 -.00 .39 .42 
(64) (64) (64) (62) (63) (63) 
p<.001 p<.01 p<.001 ns p<.001 p<.001 
.33 .10 .30 -.12 .34 .34 
(66) (66) (66) (63) (64) (64) 
p<.01 ns p<.01 ns p<.01 p<.01 
.35 .40 .36 .08 .27 .34 
(67) (67) (67) (65) (66) (66) 
p<.01 p<.001 p<.001 ns p<.05 p<.01 
Vt ...... 
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3) negative family-expressiveness and positive emotional consequence (r(l0)=-.57, p<. 05; anger 
experience) and 4) positive family-expressiveness and crankiness/annoyance (r(l0)=.55, p<. 05; 
anger expression). Public school data resulted in a similar pattern as was seen for the student 
sample overall. Significant correlations ranging from r(62)=.29,p<.Ol to r(62)=.46,p<.001 were 
seen in all relationships except for positive emotional consequence and positive family-
expressiveness and anger frequency. 
PREDICTING ANGER FROM SELF-EXPRESSIVENESS 
A third hypothesis stated that a positive relationship existed between self-expressiveness 
and anger; whereby, more expressive people would be more expressive of anger. Specifically, 
negatively expressive persons would be more expressive of anger than those who rated themselves 
as less negatively expressive. Greater expression of anger (total and crankiness/annoyance) was 
differentiated from the frequency and intensity of anger experience which was predicted to be 
unrelated to self-expressiveness. Residual scores were created from original scale variables of each 
questionnaire using multiple regression to partial out the effects of sample gender, age and 
location. These values were correlated and examined (see Table 21). Most inter-scale correlations 
were nonsignificant (35-cell matrix), including total self-expressiveness and total anger, as was 
previously expected. Those seven variable correlations found to be significant ranged from 
r(78)=.19,p<.05 to r(11)=.31,p<.001 and involved total and negative self-expressiveness. The 
highest statistic related negative self-expressiveness with crankiness/annoyance (r(77)=.37, 
p<. 001). Other significant correlations included: 1) negative self-expressiveness and negative 
emotional consequence (r(18)=.35,p<.001); 2) negative self-expressiveness and total anger 
(r(19)=.34,p<.OOJ); 3) negative self-expressiveness and uncontrolled expression (r(80)=.32, 
p<. 01); 4) negative self-expressiveness and intensity (r(79)=.3 l, p<. OJ); 5) total self-
Table 21 
Predicting Anger from Self-Expressiveness (SEQ): Correlation of Questionnaire Scale Residuals, 
Controlling/or Effects of Gender, Age, and Location on Both Predictors and Outcomes. [r, (n), p} 
Anger 
Positive Negative 
Uncontrolled Emotional Emotional Crankiness/ 
Total E~ression Freguency Intensi!l'. Consequence Cons~uence Annoxance 
SEQ Variable 
Total .15 .05 .18 .14 -.08 .19 .21 
(81) (82) (82) (81) (79) (80) (79) 
ns ns ns ns ns p<.05 p<.05 
Public -.03 .03 -.11 -.03 -.01 .03 .04 
Shyness (81) (82) (82) (81) (79) (80) (79) 
ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
Positive/ 
.07 -.04 .14 .09 -.06 .13 .18 Neutral 
Expression (81) (82) (82) (81) (79) (80) (79) 
ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
Positive .02 -.08 .17 -.01 -.10 .10 .13 
Extroversion (81) (82) (82) (81) (79) (80) (79) 
ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
Negative .34 .32 .13 .31 -.07 .35 .37 
Expression (81) (82) (82) (81) (79) (80) (79) 




expressiveness and crankiness/annoyance (r(77)= .21, p<. 05) and 6) total self-expressiveness and 
negative emotional consequence (r(78)=. l 9, p<. 05). Acknowledging, although some relationships 
may have been found due to chance alone, it is interesting to note that stronger correlations 
involved negative self-expression. In addition, the prediction that intensity would not change in 
relation to negative self-expressiveness was not supported. Frequency remained unrelated to all 
self-expressiveness variables. 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN STUDENT AND GUARDIAN RA.TINGS 
The fourth hypothesis suggested the guardian ratings would agree with student ratings and 
act as a validation tool. This premise was examined using inter-variable correlations and two-
tailed t-tests for each questionnaire. All correlations relating student and guardian self-
expressiveness were significant (see Table 22). The highest agreement was found between student 
positive/neutral expression scores and guardian totals, r(67)=.60,p<.001. Like variables (student-
guardian totals, public shyness and positive/neutral expression) were r(67)=.54, p<. 001; 
r(10)=.39,p<.001 and r(69)=.52, p<.001, respectively, and seemed to support the hypothesis. 
Interestingly, all correlations were positive except for those involving public shyness and the other 
two scales (total and positive/ neutral expression) which were negative. Differences between 
student and guardian means for each of the self-expressiveness variables (5 total) as measured by 
t-tests were nonsignificant except for positive/neutral expression where guardians rated students 
higher (M=5 .21) than the students perceived themselves (M=4. 82), t(70)=-2. l 0, p<. 05 (see Table 
23). 
Family-expressiveness showed a similar pattern. Similarly, all correlations were 
significant except those relating positive and negative expression, which as one would predict, was 
nonsignificant (see Table 24). Correlations ranged from r(68)=.42, p<. 001 to r(60)=.26, p<. 05. 
Table 22 
Correlations Between Student and Guardian Ratings on Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire [r, (n), p] 
Student 
Total Public Positive/Neutral Positive Negative 
Guardian Variable Shyness Expression Extroversion Expression 
Total .54 -.36 .60 
(69) (69) (69) 
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 
Public -.31 .39 -.32 
Shyness (72) (72) (72) 
p<.05 p<.001 p<.05 
Positive/Neutral .43 -.24 .52 
Expression (71) (71) (71) 









Mean Differences Between Student and Guardian Ratings on 
Self-Expressiveness Questionaire 
Questionnaire Standard Degrees of Probability 
Scale Subject n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Student 69 5.31 1.30 -1.44 68 ns 
Guardian 69 5.50 .93 
Public Student 72 4.36 1.80 -.31 71 ns 
Shyness Guardian 72 4.43 1.81 
Positive/Neutral Student 71 4.82 1.76 -2.10 70 p<.05 
Expression Guardian 71 5.21 1.34 
Positive Student 71 4.97 1.80 -.56 70 ns 
Extroversion Guardian 71 5.07 1.45 
Negative Student 72 5.38 1.86 -1.24 71 ns 
Expression Guardian 72 5.66 1.27 
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Table 24 
Correlations Between Student and Guardian Ratings on 
Family-Expressiveness Questionnaire [r, (n), p] 
Student 
Positive 
Guardian Total Expression 
Total .35 .30 
(61) (64) 
p<.05 p<.01 
Positive .32 .42 
Expression (67) (70) 
p<.01 p<.001 
Negative .26 .08 














Student-guardian agreement for the three measures were r(59)=.35, p<. 05 for totals, r(68)=.42, 
p<. OOJ for positive expression and r(63)=.36, p<. OJ for negative expression, thus indicating 
support for agreement between each group's ratings of the family environment. The highest 
statistic was associated with both student and guardian perceptions of positive family-
expressiveness. Mean comparisons of students and guardians, using t-tests, were significant for 
total and positive expression but nonsignificant for negative expressiveness (see Table 25). 
Guardians rated both overall family-expressiveness (M=5.63) and positive expression (M=6.45) 
higher than did students (M=5.30 and 6.45, respectively), t (60)=-2.08,p<.05 and t (69)=-3.93, 
p<. OOJ. Findings suggested that negative expression is perceived similarly by both students and 
guardians; however, guardians seemed to rate positive and overall family expressiveness higher 
than students. 
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Anger, as measured in this questionnaire, was restricted to situations dealing with other 
persons and not objects or more general/global feelings. Questions sought to assess the experience 
and expression of anger as perceived/felt by the student and witnessed/understood by their 
guardian. Significant correlations ranged from r(67)=.20, p<. 05 to r(66)=.36, p<. OOJ (see Table 
26). Student ratings of uncontrollability of anger expression did not relate to the four guardian 
scales and were nonsignificant. Agreement between guardian and student ratings were all 
significant, except uncontrolled expression, and seemed to support the study's fourth hypothesis. 
Ratings of intensity by both groups had the highest correlation, r( 66)= .36, p<. OOJ, followed by 
frequency (r(63)=.32, p<. OJ) and, finally, total scores (r(63)=.29, p<. 05). Mean differences were 
all significant (see Table 27). Students rated themselves as being more angry overall (M=38.75), 
having greater uncontrolled expression (M=l.73), being angry more frequently (M=4.04) and 
experiencing greater intensity (M=6.46). Consensual validation on this questionnaire was rather 
surprising. As discussed by Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987), guardians were asked to infer 
Table 25 
Mean Differences Between Student and Guardian Ratings on 
Family-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
Questionnaire Standard Degrees of Probability 
Scale Subject n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Student 61 5.30 1.13 -2.08 60 p<.05 
Guardian 61 5.63 1.08 
Positive Student 70 5.74 1.49 -3.93 69 p<.001 
Expression Guardian 70 6.45 1.31 
Negative Student 65 4.90 1.31 -0.01 64 ns 
Expression Guardian 65 4.91 1.28 
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Table 26 
Correlations Between Student and Guardian Ratings on Anger Questionnaire [r, (n), p] 
Student 
Guardian Uncontrolled 
Composite Scale Total Expression Frequency Intensity 
Total .29 .10 .31 .32 
(65) (66) (66) (65) 
p<.05 ns p<.01 p<.01 
Uncontrolled .22 .10 .20 .23 
Expression (68) (69) (69) (68) 
p<.05 ns p<.05 p<.05 
Frequency .22 .03 .32 .23 
(72) (73) (73) (72) 
p<.05 ns p<.01 p<.05 
Intensity .31 .12 .31 .36 
(68) (69) (69) (68) 
p<.01 ns p<.01 p<.001 




Mean Differences Between Student and Guardian Ratings on 
Anger Questionnaire 
Standard Degrees of Probability 
Scale Su1?ject n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (2-tailed) 
Total Student 65 38.75 11.71 4.76 64 p<.001 
Guardian 65 29.98 13.06 
Uncontrolled Student 69 1.73 0.67 3.59 68 p<.001 
Expression Guardian 69 1.34 0.69 
Frequency Student 73 4.04 2.08 4.15 72 p<.001 
Guardian 73 2.96 1.69 
Intensity Student 68 6.46 2.17 3.97 67 p<.001 
Guardian 68 5.21 2.36 
students' experiences and expressions of anger, a task not easily accomplished. Although most 
inter-variable correlations were significant, actual measures were assessed differently by the two 
groups. In addition to a general rating of the student by the guardian, each pair of participants 
described and assessed a different angering situation with potentially varying degrees of emotion 
involved. Hence, it is not surprising that mean differences existed. 
INFLUENCE OF LOCATION AND AGE ON VARIABLE SCORES 
62 
A final hypothesis suggested that questionnaire data would vary between schools because 
the populations served are quite different. Based on previous research by Ghuman et. al. (1989), 
students attending the specialized program at the private school were hypothesized to have lower 
self- and family-expressiveness ratings and greater anger expression questionnaire scores than 
students from the public school. Variations between scores for the two samples were thought to 
result from differences in the students' emotionality and the expression of emotion within the 
families in which they were raised. Mean differences between sample locations for each 
questionnaire were examined using one-tailed t-tests. Second, correlations were employed to 
investigate differences in response patterns for the two locations that may have been due to age 
variation and not school attendance. 
In general, student and guardian comparisons by location yielded few significant 
differences. Self-expressiveness scales displaying location differences were public shyness as rated 
by students and total and negative expression indicated by guardians (see Table 28). Students at 
the private school rated themselves more publicly shy (M=5.57) than their public school 
counterparts (M=4.20, t (80)=2.67,p<.05). This variation maybe due to private school students 
attending a more individualized program where classes were considerably smaller than at the 
public school and where personal attention was paramount. Public school students may be more 
Table 28 
Mean Differences Between Location in Student and Guardian 
Ratings on Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
School Standard Degrees of Probability 
Student Location n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 13 5.1 1.21 -.43 80 ns 
Public 69 5.27 1.28 
Public Private 13 5.57 1.92 2.67 80 p<.05 
Shyness Public 69 4.2 1.65 
Positive/Neutral Private 13 4.99 1.81 .60 80 ns 
Expression Public 69 4.67 1.76 
Positive Private 13 5.52 2.07 1.33 80 ns 
Extroversion Public 69 4.81 1.71 
Negative Private 13 5.79 1.86 .94 80 ns 
Expression Public 69 1.76 1.76 
School Standard Degrees of Probability 
Guardian Location n Mean Deviation t-Value Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 11 5.94 .77 1.73 67 p<.05 
Public 58 5.42 .93 
Public Private 12 4.02 1.50 -.86 70 ns 
Shyness Public 60 4.51 1.87 
Positive/Neutral Private 11 5.58 1.38 1.02 69 ns 
Expression Public 60 5.14 1.33 
Positive Private 11 5.36 1.56 .73 69 ns 
Extroversion Public 60 5.02 1.44 
Negative Private 12 6.25 1.60 1.79 70 p<.05 
Expression Public 60 5.54 1.17 
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comfortable with dealing in larger groups and having to be more free-spoken in order to be 
recognized. Private school guardians, on the other hand, rated their charges as being more overall 
self-expressive (M=5.94) and more negatively self-expressive (M=6.25). These means compare to 
public school ratings of 5.42 and 5.54, respectively, t (67)=1.73,p<.05 and t (10)=1.19,p<.05. 
Family-expressiveness data reflected a similar pattern of results among guardians but 
differed in student ratings (see Table 29). Private school students, M=5.65, rated their families as 
being more negative than did public school, M=4.82, t (77)=2.12, p<. 05. Private school 
guardians concurred with student ratings and rated their families as being 1.45 increments higher 
than did public school guardians (M=6.15 and 4.70, respectively; t (66)= 3.19,p<.001). Private 
school guardians (M=6.46) also rated their families as being more overall expressive, M=5.53, t 
(65)=2. 77, p<. 05. No other questionnaire scale differences, student and guardian, were statistically 
significant. 
Mean differences between ratings on the anger questionnaire reflected extremely interesting 
results (see Table 30). Student comparisons yielded a single significant variable, where as guardian 
ratings were all significant. Private school students rated themselves as being more intensely angry 
(M=7.67) than did public school students, M=6.0l, t (79)=2.48, p<. OJ, possibly indicating a 
higher experience of anger but not a stronger expression. Private school guardians, conversely, 
perceived students as exhibiting both greater experience and expression of anger. Private school 
guardians rated students as being overall more angry (M=37.33), showing less control (M=l.7), 
being more frequently angry (M=3.92) and displaying greater intensity (M=6.25). 
Mean differences associated with location were examined further in order to separate 
effects of age variation in the two samples. Correlations (two-tailed) between age and questionnaire 
variable were completed for both students overall and private school attendees (see Tables 31, 32 
and 33). Of the 54 comparisons of questionnaire scale with age, only three were significant: overall 
Table 29 
Mean Differences Between Location in Student and Guardian 






Degrees of Probability 
Scale Location 
n 
Deviation Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 12 5.51 1.34 .66 74 ns 
Public 64 5.28 1.06 
Positive Private 13 5.51 1.50 -.48 77 ns 
Public 66 5.73 1.46 
Negative Private 12 5.65 1.51 2.12 77 p<.05 






Degrees of Probability 
Scale Location 
n 
Deviation Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 11 6.46 .80 2.77 65 p<.05 
Public 56 5.53 1.06 
Positive Private 13 6.63 1.27 .59 71 ns 
Public 60 6.40 1.31 
Negative Private 11 6.15 .55 3.79 66 p<.001 




Mean Differences Between Location in Student and Guardian 






Degrees of Probability 
Scale Location 
n 
Deviation Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 12 42.08 6.6 1.54 79 ns 
Public 69 36.67 11.8 
Uncontrolled Private 13 1.83 .76 0.88 80 ns 
Expression Public 69 1.66 .63 
Frequency Private 13 4.08 2.38 .07 80 ns 
Public 69 4.04 2.00 
Intensity Private 12 7.67 1.42 2.48 79 p<.OJ 
Public 69 6.01 2.23 
Positive Private 13 5.23 2.32 .38 77 ns 
Consequence Public 66 5.02 1.76 
Negative Private 13 6.08 1.61 1.03 78 ns 
Consequence Public 67 5.52 1.80 
Crankiness/ Private 12 1.27 1.50 1.62 77 ns 






Degrees of Probability 
Scale Location 
n 
Deviation Freedom (I-tailed) 
Total Private 12 37.33 15.20 2.26 64 p<.05 
Public 54 28.24 11.98 
Uncontrolled Private 12 1.7 .74 2.05 67 p<.05 
Expression Public 57 1.26 .67 
Frequency Private 12 3.92 2.23 2.21 71 p<.05 
Public 61 2.77 1.51 
Intensity Private 12 6.25 2.39 1.73 67 p<.05 
Public 57 4.98 2.30 
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Table 31 
Correlating Student Age With Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
in Total and Private School Samples for Students and Guardians 
Students 
Total Student SamJ!le Private School SamJ!le Onix 
r n Probability r n Probability 
Questionnaire Scale ~2-tailed) (2-tailedl 
Total -.66 82 ns -.51 13 ns 
Public Shyness .23 82 p<.05 .46 13 ns 
Positive/Neutral 
Expression .01 82 ns -.42 13 ns 
Positive Extroversion .03 82 ns -43 13 ns 
Negative Expression .07 82 ns -.04 13 ns 
Guardians 
Questionnaire Scale Total Student m Private School Sam~e Onlfi 
r n ility r n obabi ty 
~2-tailed~ ~2-tailed) 
Total .02 69 ns -.46 11 ns 
Public Shyness -.12 72 ns -.43 12 ns 
Positive/Neutral 
Expression -.10 71 ns -.59 11 ns 
Positive Extroversion -.10 71 ns -.50 11 ns 
Negative Expression .06 72 ns -.32 12 ns 
Table 32 
Correlating Student Age With Family-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
in Total and Private School Samples for Students and Guardians 
Students 
Questionnaire Scale Total Student SamEle Private School SamEle Onix 
r n Probability r n Probability 
(2-tailed) (2-tailed~ 
Total -.02 76 ns -.18 12 ns 
Positive Expression -.10 79 ns -.24 13 ns 
Negative Expression .05 79 ns -.18 12 ns 
Guardians 
Questionnaire Scale Total Student SamEle Private School Sample Onix 
r n Probability r n Probability 
~2-tailed~ (2-tailed) 
Total .20 67 ns -.16 11 ns 
Positive Expression .03 73 ns -.15 13 ns 




Correlating Student Age With Anger Questionnaire in Total and 
Private School Samples for Students and Guardians 
Students 
Questionnaire Scale Total Student Samele Private School Samele Onix 
r n Probability r n Probability 
~2-tailed) ~2-tailed) 
Total .13 81 ns -.04 12 ns 
Uncontrollability .10 82 ns .13 13 ns 
Frequency -.11 82 ns -.49 13 ns 
Intensity .28 81 p<.01 .40 12 ns 
Positive Emotional 
Consequence .21 79 ns .43 13 ns 
Negative Emotional 
Consequence .05 80 ns -.06 13 ns 
Crankiness/ 
Annoyance .11 79 ns .12 12 ns 
Guardians 
Questionnaire Scale Total Student Samele Private School Sample Onix 
r n Probability r n Probability 
~2-tailed~ ~2-tailed2 
Total .07 66 ns -.31 12 ns 
Uncontrollability .03 69 ns -.43 12 ns 
Frequency .07 73 ns -.20 12 ns 
Intensity .11 69 ns -.14 12 ns 
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student self-expressiveness ratings of public shyness (r(80)=.23,p<.05); overall guardian ratings 
of family negative expressiveness (r( 66)=.29, p<. 05) and overall student ratings of anger intensity 
(r(79)=.28, p<. 01). These findings were most likely due to chance and will not be discussed. 
Most importantly, no significant comparisons were found within the private school sample which 
had the greatest variation in age suggesting that age, itself, did not seem to influence mean 
differences between locations. 
CHAPTERV 
DISCUSSION 
Five hypotheses were proposed that described the interrelationship between three 
questionnaires and four between sample differences: gender, guardian/student, location and age. 
Comparison of gender responses on questionnaires suggested that females rated themselves as 
being more expressive overall and being more positive/neutral, positively extroverted and negative 
than males. Males reported a higher degree of public shyness than did females. Guardian ratings 
indicated an agreement with one of the student ratings that females exhibited more positive/neutral 
expression. Likewise, females rated their families as portraying greater positive expression. No 
gender differences were expressed by guardians, nor was there a significant gender perception of 
total or negative family-expressiveness. So data suggest not only do females rate themselves as 
more expressive, but tend to view their family environment as expressing more positive expression. 
However, female students rated themselves as experiencing greater intensity and crankiness/ 
annoyance when angry but feeling more negative consequences as a result of their anger. Males, 
on the other hand, rate themselves as having slightly greater positive consequences (data trend) 
following an angering situation. This difference may be due to the social acceptability of 
expressing and dealing with anger. According to Averill (1983 ), women reported becoming angry 
as often, with the same intensity and openness as men but reported crying more often. This 
reaction suggests that males experience with anger is external and represents a positive release of 
emotion. Females may experience a greater internalization of anger and do not gain as positive 
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a benefit from openly expressing it as do males. Guardian ratings indicated that females were 
overall more angry with greater frequency and intensity than males, a difference resulting from 
interpretation of outward expression and not internal experience of the anger emotion. 
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Examination of self- and family-expressiveness and anger and how they inter-relate 
comprises three of this study's hypotheses. Data suggest that family-expressiveness is related to 
self-expressiveness. The strongest relationship was discovered between negative self-
expressiveness and total family-expressiveness followed by negative and positive family-
expressiveness, respectively. Significant correlations were found between most variables of each 
questionnaire except for public shyness which may indicate other influences in the development of 
this characteristic. Therefore, it seems that, to some degree, family-expressiveness influences how 
persons express themselves. 
Anger, as an emotional response would seem to relate to both self- and family 
expressiveness. This premise was not entirely supported. Overall anger did not seem to relate to 
total self-expressiveness. However, negative self-expression seemed to relate to both expression 
(i.e., overall, uncontrollability and crankiness/annoyance) and experience (i.e., intensity and 
negative emotional consequence) of anger. Data does not seem to support the original hypothesis 
predicting negative self-expressiveness would relate to greater anger expression and not be 
associated with more intense or frequent anger experiences. Instead, negative self-expression was 
significantly correlated with intensity but not frequency. This pattern of results indicates that 
persons expressing and experiencing negative emotion do so with more intensity than either 
positive or neutral affect. According to Shotter ( 1984), as a person attempts to extract meaning 
from the world, individuals construct themselves and gain intelligibility through reflection. In so 
doing, persons remember the 'problematic' in terms of the resolution that is sought as the self is 
defined. Additional research in this area is required to better understand emotion and intensity. 
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Correlations relating family-expressiveness to anger, unlike self-expressiveness, were 
mostly significant. Predictions suggested that family-expressiveness would correlate with anger 
expression (total, uncontrollability, frequency, and crankiness/annoyance) but not the experience 
(intensity, positive and negative emotional consequence) of anger. Both overall and public school 
students did not follow this predicted pattern. fustead, the only nonsignificant variable was 
positive emotional consequence; indicating positive emotional consequence may be a more 
individual characteristic or based on personal perception/assessment of the situation. Negative 
emotional consequence and intensity seemed to relate to the familial environment as well as anger 
expression variables. Private school students portrayed a much different picture in that only 
sporadic correlations were significant. Negative family-expressiveness was related to frequency 
(anger expression), positive and negative emotional consequence (anger experience) and 
crankiness/annoyance (anger expression). Also, total family-expressiveness correlated with 
negative emotional consequence and crankiness/annoyance. Expressiveness of positive and 
negative familial emotion perceived by private school students are associated with varying 
outcomes seeming to highlight the importance of negative expression at their residence. Since data 
provided by public school students did not seem to differentiate positive and negative expression as 
clearly as data gathered at the private school, one wonders what experiences influence this 
connection. 
It is clear that individual and family differences in anger expression exist. As discussed by 
Burrowes and Halberstadt (1987), one might argue that anger expression may be misperceived by 
others who do not share expressive styles. fudividuals who are more expressive may be perceived 
as being more angry by others who are less expressive or who come from families that express less 
anger for similar provocations. Likewise, individuals less expressive may seem to be indifferent or 
uncaring by others who are more expressive or who come from families that express greater anger 
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in similar situations. A clearer picture may develop if a single incident was described and assessed 
by all study participants thereby allowing different perceptions to be addressed. 
Agreement between students and their guardians was examined for each questionnaire. 
Significant correlations among student and guardian ratings in all three surveys increase one's 
confidence in the measures themselves and add a degree of concurrent validity to the study. In so 
noting, increasing levels of disagreement among scale mean ratings surfaced with each survey. 
Self-expressiveness reflected the greatest agreement where both groups rated total, public shyness, 
positive extroversion and negative expression similarly. Guardians viewed students as exhibiting 
more positive/neutral expression than students viewed in themselves. Guardians may have wanted 
to accentuate the positive and, therefore, were biased in their ratings. Identical results were seen in 
the family-expressiveness measures. Guardians rated their families as being more expressive, in 
general, and exhibiting a higher level of positive expression, specifically. The anger questionnaire 
was the most divergent. Students viewed themselves as being more overall angry, and as having 
greater frequency and intensity of anger than did the guardians rating them. As suggested 
previously, discrepant mean values may be attributed to asking guardians to surmise what students 
are thinking and feeling. An alternate explanation suggests a response bias on the part of the 
guardians as before. Acknowledging that everyone becomes angry at times, guardians preferred to 
temper their ratings of students' actual anger. Additional research in this area may better indicate 
and elucidate factors which mediate anger ratings and offer additional treatment approaches. Other 
possible theories regarding an interaction effect between negative family-expressiveness and anger 
include: a skewed perception on the behalf of guardians or differences in students' coping in anger 
evoking situations which they themselves are not aware. 
Finally, a closer investigation of scoring patterns for each location was completed. Few 
differences existed in student and guardian ratings on the self-expressiveness questionnaire. 
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Students at the private school rated themselves as being more publicly shy and guardians from the 
private school perceived their charges as more expressive overall and negatively. Hence, guardians 
for the two locations seem to have different perceptions, one leaning more negatively. Mirrored in 
family-expressiveness data, both students and guardians from the private school rate their families 
as being more negative with guardians believing their families are more expressive overall. A 
significant element becomes apparent. Even though private school students view their families as 
being more negative than does the public school sample, they do not translate this perception onto 
themselves. In contrast, guardians do not make a similar discrimination. One wonders whether 
guardians are unable to discriminate between the two or if they are labeling students improperly. 
Further research is needed to explore this finding. An alternate question suggests, do private 
school students and guardians rate their families in this manner because they participate in a 
specialized program or are they in the program, in part, because of more negative family-environmental 
views? The latter alternative may suggest and offer a focus for treatment of this population. As a 
confounding factor, sample variations in age were found to be an important issue and were 
analyzed as part of this study. 
In the study, as may be recalled, students attending private school varied in age between 12 
and 17 years whereas public school students were age 13 or 14. Hence, significant findings in the 
private school sample may have been due to variations in response patterns associated with older 
subjects as compared to data gathered from the more homogenous aged group of public school 
students. Some spurious significant correlations surfaced between age and ratings for the entire 
sample of students, but none existed for the private school sample. Thereby, separating possible 
maturation effects as influencing the results received in this study. Mean differences in ratings of 
students and guardians associated with location (public school and private school) may be due to 
numerous factors and should be investigated further. Possible influences include: sample 
differences, program/school differences and variations in attitudes and expectations. 
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Because this study was quite limited in scope and sample size, future research might 
continue to examine the applicability of relating self- and family-expressiveness and anger to a 
broader population. Clear distinction between the expression of verbal and physical anger may 
indicate a different pattern of results. Being more verbally expressive is substantially different 
than exhibiting greater physical emotional expression and, predictably, this would relate to varying 
degrees of control and acting-out behavior. The present study began to examine emotion using an 
internalization-externalization scale, however a more in-depth analysis may provide supplemental 
information. Plutchik and Kellerman (1983) describe four types of emotional responses 
(instrumental behavior, self-reports, expressive reports, expressive behavior, and physiological 
responses) portrayed by individuals. They theorize that wide individual differences in the tendency 
to respond on a given measure exists but that the magnitude of response on one measure may not 
necessarily relate to a response on another, some may even be negatively related. Differing 
operational definitions of variables and measured behavior may produce different results. 
Although a distinction was made between positive and negative affect in the current study, 
a more in-depth analysis of other emotions should be made, including but not limited to, more than 
one level of anger. Dichotomies such as liking and love, joy and exuberance, dislike and hate may 
offer important information as they relate to self- and family-expressiveness. A factor receiving 
little attention in this research was the submissive-dominant continuum. Further discussion 
involving this element of power and the role it plays in anger, especially when speaking about 
possible gender differences, should be delineated. According to Tavris (1982), individuals 
construct anger on the basis of different social representations which reflect varying levels of social 
power. She proposes that anger directed at inferiors is different than anger directed at superiors. 
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The feelings of anger exhibited by men are rarely related to their feelings of powerlessness and 
frustration. Consequently, it is important that one distinguish differences is the anger displayed in 
men versus women. Tavris concludes that if one has power, anger can be regarded as a way of 
attempting to ensure it as an empowering element. In this sense, anger is accompanied by an 
underlying threat, either use of power or actual physical harm. Adding a ''power" dimension, such 
as anger directed at a friend versus a sibling or parent/boss/teacher may clarify and highlight new 
data patterns. 
Methodological considerations are important in evaluating research results. Self-reports 
are a popular, well-recognized method for data collection as utilized in the present study (Myers, 
1990). Additional measures ifvaried (e.g., concurring reports from a second party-employed here; 
observation by a third party and physical indications-blood pressure, pulse, skin, etc.) may enhance 
and improve the quality of data gathered. The naturalness of lab studies and their generalizability 
to a larger population has been questioned by many researchers who believe measures should 
approximate daily experience as close as possible (Myers, 1990). The current researcher believes 
applicability to a larger population has been increased as a result of gathering measures under 
more realistic conditions. In so acknowledging, a question of subject's desire to please the 
researcher, teacher or school should be noted. Differential motivation on the part of both guardian 
and students cannot be assessed. Slight variation in collecting data at the two locations was 
necessary due to a number of factors including attitude of some student and guardian participants, 
data collection techniques, and limitations on time, resources and sample size. Effects of this 
variation cannot be accurately assessed. 
To conclude, memories of social experiences will have emotional components. Persons 
come to represent and anticipate social interaction in terms of reward and punishment. According 
to Aronfreed (1968), individuals act to produce 'good' feelings and avoid producing 'bad' feelings. 
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Any differences in or patterns of emotional response that exist in persons are continually changing. 
It is not possible to uhimately determine whether emotional experiences and expression are solely 
based on biological, social, cognitive, or developmental processes. Instead, emotional experience 
and behavior resuh from a complex interaction among all these elements. Autonomic arousal gives 
emotion its visceral quality and intensity; cognitive interpretation adds to quality and allows for the 
categorization of the experience and sociological factors provide a foundation of meaning from 






Please answer all questions honestly and 
completely. This is your opinion, there 
are no right answers. 
Your answers will only be seen by the 
researcher and not any teacher, clinician 
or guardian. 
Ask for help if you have any questions. 
Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
Below you will find statements describing an attitude or action. Circle 
the number that best describes you. The higher the number, the more 
you believe the statement is like you. 
Example: 
I feel very happy when I see pretty flowers. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 









How well does this describe me? 
Not at all Moderately Very much 
Likeme Like me Like me 
1. When I hear good dance music, I can 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
hardly keep still. 
2. I sometimes show my annoyance, even 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
in unimportant situations. 
3. My laugh is soft and shy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. I can easily express emotion over the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
telephone. 
5. I often touch friends during conversa- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
tions. 
6. I dislike being watched by a large group 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
of people. 
7. I usually have a neutral facial expres- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
sion. 
8. When I am mad, I really let people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
know it. 
9. People tell me that I would make a 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
good actor or actress. 
10. I like to remain unnoticed in a crowd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11. My voice quivers when I am upset or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
scared. 
12. I am shy among strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. I am able to give a flirting look ifl 1 2 3 4 
want to. 
5 6 7 8 9 
14. I am terrible at acting as in games like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
charades. 
15. At small parties I am the center of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
attention. 
16. When I am sad, my face clearly shows 
it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. I show that I like someone by hugging 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 or touching that person. 
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Family Expressiveness Questionnaire 
This is a questionnaire about family expressiveness, that is, how feelings are 
shown in different families. I would like you to tell me about how your family 
acts in the situations described below. 
Circle one number on the rating scale that best describes your family. The higher 
the number, the more likely it will happen in your family. 
Example: 
Expressing affection in public. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Not Frequently Moderately Frequent Very Frequently 
Thank you for your time. 
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How often does this happen in your family? 
Not at all Moderately Very 
Frequently Frequently Frequently 
1. Showing forgiveness to someone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
who broke a favorite posses.9on. 
2. Thanking family members for 1 
something they have done. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3. Exclaiming over a beautiful day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. Showing hatred for another's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
actions. 
5. Expressing dislike with someone else's 
behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6. Praising someone for good work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7. Expressing veiba1 anger at someone 
else's carelessness. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. Sulking over unfair treatment by a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
family member. 
9. Blaming one another for family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
problems. 
10. Crying after an unpleasant 
disagreement. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11. Putting down other person's 
interests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12. Showing dislike for someone. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. Seeking approval for an action. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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How often does this happen in your family? 
Not at all Moderately Very 
Frequently Frequently Frequently 
14. Expressing embarrassment over a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
stupid mistake. 
15. Going to pieces when pressure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
builds up. 
16. Expressing excitement after an 
unexpected win. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. Expressing excitement over one's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
future plans. 
18. Showing admiration 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
19. Expressing sorrow when a pet dies. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
20. Expressing disappointment over 
something that didn't wmk out. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
21. Telling someone how nice they 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
look 
22. Expres.sing sympathy for some-
one's troubles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
23. Expressing deep affection or love 
for someone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
24. Argue with a family member. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
25. Crying when someone leaves. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
26. Spontaneously hugging a family 
member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
How often does this happen in your family? 
27. Expressing temporary anger over 
an unimportant irritation. 
28. Expressing concern for the~ of 
other family members. 
29. Apologizing for being late. 
30. Offering to do somebody a favor. 
31. Snuggling up to a family member. 
32. Crying for being punished. 
33. Trying to cheer up someone who is 
sad 
34. Telling a family member how hurt 
you are. 
35. Telling family members how happy 
you are. 
36. Threatening someone. 
37. Criticizing someone for being late. 
38. Expressing gratitude for a favor. 
39. Surprising someone with a little gift 
or favor. 
40. Saying "I'm sorry" when one 
realizes one was wrong. 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Please answer these additional questions. 
1. How old are you? 
2. Are you a 
_ maleora_ female? (Checkone.) 




mother and step father 
other (specify) 
4. Who has most influence in your life? (Circle one.) 
mother 
father 
both pirents equally 
stepmother 
other (specify) 











Think about the number of times you became annoyed and/or angry during the past week. Also 
think of the differences between the situations in which you became annoyed and those in which 
you became angry. (For example, you may be greatly annoyed at your parents for not letting you 
watch your favorite TV show or at a friend for not returning a book, but not necessarily angry.) 
Be sure to include the minor everyday situations like your teacher gave you extra homework or 
your brother or sister borrowed something of yours without asking. 
For each question, circle or check~ answer which best describes your feelings. 
1. How often during the last week did you become annoyed, irritated, or aggravated (but not angry)? 
_not at all during the week 
_ I to 2 times during the week 
- 3 to 5 times during the week 
_about I time each day 
_about 2 times each day 
_about 3 times each day 
_about 4 to 5 times each day 
_ about 6 to I 0 times each day 
_more than 10 times each day 
2. Describe an incident from the above experiences. (If you did not become annoyed at all during the past 
week, describe the most recent incident that you can remember.) 




2 3 4 5 6 7 8 I 9 I 10 
very intense; 
as annoyed as most 
people ever become 
4. How often during the last week did you become angry? 
_not at all during the week 
_ l to 2 times during the week 
_ 3 to 5 times during the week 
_about l time each day 
_about 2 times each day 
_about 3 times each day 
_about 4 to 5 times each day 
_about 6 to l O times each day 
_ more than l 0 times each day 
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5. Describe an incident from the last week when you became angry at another person. Or, if you did not 
become angry at all during this last week, describe the most recent situation that you can remember. 




2 3 4 5 6 7 8 I 9 I 10 
very intense; 
as angry as most 
people ever become 
7. What was different about the situation you described in question #2 (slightly angering/annoying) from 
the situation you told me about in question #5 (extremely angering) ? 
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TIIlNK CAREFULLY ABOUT THE MOST ANGERING EXPERIENCE YOU DESCRIBED 
IN QUESTION #5 ABOVE AND TRY TO RELIVE IT AS IT HAPPENED AT THAT TIME. 
ANSWER THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS WHILE THINKING ABOUT WHAT 
HAPPENED. 
8. How able were you to control what you did and said? 
I 1 I 2 I 3 
I was in complete 
control of my 
actions 
4 5 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 
I was completely overcome; 
I couldn't help acting 
the way I did 
9. How able were you to control what you thought and felt? 
I 1 I 2 I 3 
I was in complete 
control of my 
thoughts and feelings 
4 5 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 
I was completely overcome; 
I couldn't help thinking 
and feeling the way I did 
10. Who did you get angry at? (If there was more than one person, indicate the most important with the 
number "l ",the next most important with the number "2", etc.) 
an adult human 
a child 
an animal 
_an informal group (for example, crowd, social gathering, gang of teenagers, etc.) 
_a specific institution (for example, school, an organization, etc.) 
_ other (specify): 

















you do not like 
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Remember situation that made you angry. 
12. When you got angry, did you believe that the event or action was directed at you or at someone else? 
at you __ 
at another 
at you and others 
at no one 
13. At the time, did you believe that the person was intending to do harm or damage? 
No Yes ---
The general context of your anger. 
14. How would you describe your mood just before the situation? 
Good Bad Other (specify): 
15. After thinking about what made you angry, do you think that this situation was 
__ very __ somewhat or not at all 
typica~ of what generally makes YOU angry. (Check ooe.) 
16. After thinking about what made you angry, do you think that this situatioo was 
__ very __ somewhat __ or not at all 
typical, of what generally makes PEOPLE angry? (Check one.) 
17. Do you think that your anger was 
less intense than __ equal to or more intense than 
what the incident called for? (Check ooe.) 
Remember situation that made you angry. 
18. How long were you angry when the situation first occurred? 
less than 5 minutes 
5-10 minutes 
less than 1/2 hour 




__ more than 1 day 
19. Do you still get angry when you think about the incident? 
No Yes 
20. How many days ago did the situation occur? 
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Following are a number of actions you may have done, or felt like doing, when you became angry. 
For each item, circle O, 1 or 2 in each column. The higher number you choose the more you 
actually did the action or felt like doing something. 
0 =not at all involved in your anger 
1 = somewhat involved in your anger 
2 = very much involved in your anger 
Actually did Felt like doing 
Examples: 
You didn't say anything, 
although you felt like making 2 1 2 0 1 ~ 
a very nasty comment. 
You said something very 
nasty, just as you felt like 0 1 ~ 0 1 ~ 
doing. 
YOU quickly said something 
very nasty, although you felt 0 1 ~ 0 ! 2 
like making a more mild 
comment. 
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Remember situation that made you angry. 
Remember, circle 1WO answers for each question, one answer in each column. Remember, the 
numbers do not have to be the same; for example, you may really feel like doing something but you 
don't do it. 
Did your anger involve: 
21. Punishment or physical 
aggression at the person (hitting, 
spanking, shoving) 
22. Take away a benefit usually 
enjoyed by the person (refusing to 
go out with person, withdrawing 
affection) 
23. Doing activities gpposite to the 
expression of anger (being extra 
friendly to the person, ''turning the 
other cheek", joking with the person) 
24. Verbal or symbolic aggression 
or punishment directed at the person 
(yelling, scolding, making obscene 
gestures, slamming a door, throwing 
an object) 
25. Talking the incident: over with 
the person without showing hostility 
(calmly explaining the reasons for 
your anger) 
26. Harm. aggression or damage to 
someone or something important to 
the person (destroying an object 
liked by the person, refusing to 
cooperate on a joint project, threat-
ening harm to yourself or someone 
else in order to get back at the 
person) 
Actually did 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
Felt like doing 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
27. Telling a third party to get back 
at the perscn or to have the perscn 
punished (telling the teacher about a 
fellow student who has been goofing 
off: tell-ing a mutual friend about 
the shortcomings of the person, 
writing an article in a school paper) 
28. Doing calming activities (going 
for a walk, taking a shower, 
watching television) 
29. Taking your anger out (either 
physically or verbally) on some 
perscn other than the perscn that 
made you angry (your parent, the 
teacher) 
30. Taking your anger out on. or 
attacking, some non-human object 
or thing na: related to the situation 
(slamming the door when you were 
angry at a someone) 
31. Talking the situation over with a 
neutral. uninvolved third party. with 
no intent to harm the persoo or make 
the perscn who you are angry with 
look bad (talking with a friend or 
clergy about the incident) 
Remember situation that made you angry. 
Actually did 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
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Felt like doing 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
Remember situation that made you angry. 
32. Consider what you actually did, how would you describe your behavior while angry? 
I 1 I 2 I 3 
Self-cootrolled; 
With thought 




33. Consider what you felt like doing, how would you describe your thoughts and feelings while angry? 
I 1 I 2 I 3 
Self-<Xlltrolled; 
Wrth thought 
4 5 6 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 
Uncontrolled; 
Without thought 
During the situation, did you feel or experience any of these emotions? 
Not at All Somewhat Very much 
34. Blushing or rise in temperature 0 1 2 
35. Nervous laughter 0 1 2 
36. Crying 0 1 2 
37. Restlessness 0 1 2 
38. General tension, Being uptight 0 1 2 
39. Shaky, Cracking voice 0 1 2 
40.Frowning 0 1 2 
41. Other (specify): 0 1 2 
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Remember situation that made you angry. 
After becoming angry, we sometimes have ''second thoughts'' about the situation. For example, we 
may decide that the incident was actually funny rather than aggravating; that it was unimportant 
or unworthy of our attention; or that the person who angered us didn't really mean any harm. 
Did you view the situation differently? 
Yes, I viewed the situation differently (Check only one.) 
_ 42. Later you thought it was funny. 
_ 43. You decided the situation was less important than you originally 
thought (for example, thinking "it really didn't matter much") 
_ 44. You decided that the person who made you angry was not that 
important (e.g., thinking "I don't care what he/she says anyway") 
_ 45. You changed your mind about the reasons or guih of the person who 
angered you (for example, thinking "it wasn't really hiSlher rauh," or 
''he/she was only trying to do what was best for me'') 
_ 46. You changed your mind about your own motives, guih, or role in the 
situation (e.g., thinking, "I deserved it," or "it was partly my fault'') 
__ 47. You thought about it in some other way. (Please describe) 
No, I did not view the situation differently (Check #48) 
-- 48. 
Remember situation that made you angry. 
Describe your reasons for getting angry. 
(Circle one answer for each question.) 
0 =not at all involved in your anger 
1 = somewhat involved in your anger 
2 = very much involved in your anger 
When you became angry, did you wish: 
49. To get even for past ''wroo.gs" fil1 the 
person? (You became angry at a friend for 
being 10 minutes late when you really were 
upset because he/she had forgotten your 
birthday. The person had been bothering you 
for a loog time and this was ''the last straw".) 
50. To get back at, or gain revenge oo. the 
persoo for the situatioo that made you angty? 
(You simply want to get back at the person for 
what he/she did to you. You wanted the person 
to feel the same way you felt. 
51. To get out of doing something for the 
person? (You had promised to help with some 
work, but no looger wanted to; therefore, you 
got angry and did not help person. You got 
angry so that you wouldn't have to go out with 
the persoo.) 
52. To get the person to do something for you? 
(You got angry, hoping that if the friend felt 
"guilty" or "intimidated", he/she might agree to 




















Remember situation that made you angry. 
53. To bring about a change in the behavior of 
the person for his/her own good? (You got 
angry at a friend for playing, knowing that 
he/she needed to finish some work. You got 
angry at your sister or brother for running into 
the street and possibly getting hurt.) 
54. To bring about a change in the behavior of 
the person for your good? (By getting angry, 
you hoped the person would not bother you 
again. Your friend had a habit that you did not 
like and you wanted him or herto change.) 
55. To break off a relationship with the person? 
(You wished to end a friendship, and became 
angry so as to have an excuse for not seeing the 
person again.) 
56. To strengthen a relationship with the 
person? (You hoped to increase communication 
or understanding so that you would stop 
fighting.) 
57. To declare your authority" or indEpendence. 
or to improve your image? (You used your 
anger to increase your self-esteem or maintain 
prestige, gam respect, or support your 
opinions.) 
58. To express your general dislike for the 
person? (You simply did not like the person, so 
you used this opportunity to express your 
feelings.) 
59. To "let off steam" because you were having 
a bad day and had nothing to do with the 
present situation? (You got angry at someone 
because you were upset :from lots of little things 




























Remember situation that made you angry. 
66. After thinking about the situation, do you think that your reaction in this instance was 
_very _somewhat or _not at all 
typical ofhow YOU generally respond when angry? 
67. After thinking about the situation, do you think that your reaction in this instance was 
_very _somewhat or _not at all 
typical of how other peq>le generally respond when angered? 
How did you feel about getting angry after the situation? 
not at some- very 
all what much 
71. good, pleased, glad 0 1 2 
72. cranky, unfriendly, aggravated 0 1 2 
73. victorious, confident, skilled 0 1 2 
74. depressed, unhappy, gloomy 0 1 2 
75. relieved, calm, satisfied 0 1 2 
76. anxious, jittery, nervous 0 1 2 
77. other specify 0 1 2 
78. After thinking about the situation (what made you angry, your reaction, and the result), do you 
believe that your getting angry was 
_good/beneficial or bad/harmful ? 








Please answer all questions 
honestly and completely. 
This is your opinion, there are 
no right answers. 
Your answers will only be 
seen by the researcher and 
not any one else. 
Call the researcher, Helen 
Hirschfeld, at 847) 966-7187 if 
you have any questions. 
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Self-Expressiveness Questionnaire 
Below you will find statements describing an attitude 
or action. Circle the number that best describes the 
student you are caring for. The higher the number, the 
more you believe the statement is like him/her. 
Example: 
He/She feels · very happy when he/she sees pretty 
flowers. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 








How well does this describe the student? 
Not at all Moderately Very much 
Like student Like student Like student 
1. When he/she hears good dance music, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
he/she can hardly keep still. 
2. He/She sometimes shows annoyance, 1 2 3 4 
even in unimportant situations. 
5 6 7 8 9 
3. His/Her laugh is soft and shy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. He/She can easily express emotion 
over the telephone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5. He/She often touches friends during 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
conversations. 
6. He/She dislikes being watched by a 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 large group of people. 
7. He/She usually has a neutral facial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
expression. 
8. When he/she is mad, he/she really lets 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
people know it. 
9. People tell him/her that he/she would 1 
make a good actor or actress. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. He/She likes to remain unnoticed in a 
crowd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11. His/Her voice quivers when he/she is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
upset or scared. 
12. He/She is shy among strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. He/She is able to give a flirting glance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
if he/she wants to. 
14. He/She is terrible at acting as in 
games like charades. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
15. At small parties he/she is the center 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
of attention. 
16. When he/she is sad, his/her face clearly 1 
shows it. 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. He/She shows that he/she likes someone 
by hugging or touching that person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Family Expressiveness Questionnaire 
This is a questionnaire about family expressiveness, that is, 
how feelings are shown in different families. I would like you 
to tell me about how your family acts in the situations 
described below. 
Circle one number on the rating scale that best describes your 
family. The higher the number, the more likely it will happen 
in your family. 
Example: 
Expressing affection in public. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Not Frequently Moderately Frequent Very Frequently 
Thank you for your time. 
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How often does this happen in your family? 
Not at all Moderately Very 
Frequently Frequently Frequently 
1. Showing forgiveness to someone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
who broke a favorite possession. 
2. Thanking family members for 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
something they have done. 
3. Exclaiming over a beautiful day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. Showing hatred for another's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
actions. 
5. Expressing dislike with someone else's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
behavior. 
6. Praising someone for good WOJk. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7. Expresmng verbal anger at someone 
else's carelessness. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. Sulking over unfair treatment by a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
family member. 
9. Blaming one another for family 
problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. Crying after an unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
disagreement. 
11. Putting down other person's 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
interests. 
12. Showing dislike for someone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. Seeking approval for an action. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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How often does this happen in your family? 
Not at all Moderately Very 
Frequently Frequently Frequently 
14. Expressing embarras&nent over a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
stupid mistake. 
15. Going to pieces when~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
builds up. 
16. Expressing excitement after an 
unexpected win. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. Expressing excitement over one's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
future plans. 
18. Showing admiration. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
19. Expressing sorrow when a pet dies. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
20. Expressing disappointment over 
something that didn't work out. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
21. Telling someone how nice they look. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
22. Expres.9ing sympathy for some-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 one's troubles. 
23. Expressing deep affection or love 
for someone. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
24. Argue with a family member. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
25. Crying when someone leaves. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
26. Spontaneously hugging a family 
member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
How often does this happen in your family? 
27. Expressing temporary anger over 
an unimportant irritation. 
28. Expressing concern for the~ of 
other family members. 
29. Apologizing for being late. 
30. Offering to do somebody a favor. 
31. Snuggling up to a family member. 
32. Crying for being punished 
33. Trying to cheer up someone who is 
sad 
34. Telling a family member how hurt 
you are. 
35. Telling family members how haRJY 
you are. 
36. Threatening someone. 
37. Criticizing someone for being late. 
38. Expressing gratitude for a favor. 
39. Surprising someone with a little gift 
or favor. 
40. Saying "rm sony'' when one 
realizes one was wrong. 






1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Please answer these additional questions. 
1. How old is 1he student you are caring for? 
2. Is he/she a 
male or a female? (Check one.) 




mo1her and step father 
other (specify): 




motlier and step father 
other (specify): 








5. Who do you believe h$ most influence in his/her life. (Circle one.) 
mother stepfather 
father 









Try to recall the number of. times your charge (son, daughter, grandchild, neke, nephew, etc.) became 
annoyed and/or angry during the past week. Also think of. the differences between the situations in which 
he/she became annoyed as opposed to those in which he/she became angry. (For example, the student may 
be greatly annoyed because you would not let them watch TV or their friend did not return a book, but 
not necessarily angry.) Be sure to include minor everyday situations when answering questions. 
For each question circle or check ONE answer which best describes the student's feelings. 
1. Estimate how often during the last week your charge become annoyed, irritated, or aggravated (but not 
angry)? 
_not at all during the week 
_ 1 to 2 times during the week 
- 3 to 5 times during the week 
_about 1 time each day 
_ about 2 times each day 
_ about 3 times each day 
- about 4 to 5 times each day 
_about 6 to 10 times each day 
_more than 10 times each day 
2. Descnbe an incident from the above experiences. (Ifhe'she did not become annoyed at all during the plSt 
week. describe the most recent incident that you can remember.) 
3. How intense was his/her annoyance in the situation descnlled above? 
II l2 l31415 l61718 l9 l101 
very 
mild 
very intense; as annoyed as 
most people ever become 
4. How often during the last week did the student become angry? 
- not at all during the week 
_ 1 to 2 times during the week 
_ 3 to 5 times during the week 
_about 1 time each day 
_about 2 times each day 
_ about 3 times each day 
_ about 4 to 5 times each day 
_ about 6 to 10 times each day 
_ more than 10 times each day 
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5. Descnbe an incident from the last week when he/she became angry at another person. Or, if he/she did not 
become angry at all during this last week. describe the most recent situation that you can remember. 
6. How intense was his/her anger in the situation descnbed arove? 
1112131415161718191101 
very very intense; 
mild as angry as most 
people ever become 
7. What was different about the situation you descnbed in question #2 (slightly angering/annoying) from the 
situation you told me about in question #5 (extremely angering)? 
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Answer the remainine questions while keeping the extremdy angering situation you described in question 
#5inmind. 
8. How able was the student to control what he/she did and said? 
I I I 2 I 3 I 4 I s 
He/She was in complete 
control of his/her 
actions 
161718191101 
He/she was completely overoome; 
he/she couldn't help acting 
the way he/she did 
9. How able was the student to control what he/she thought and felt? 
I I I 2 I 3 I 4 I s 
He/She was in complete 
control of his/her 
thoughts and fee~ 
161718191101 
He/She was completely overcome; 
He/she couldn't help thinking 
and feeling the way she/he did 
10. Who did student get angry at? (If there was more than one person, indicate the most important with the 
number "l ", the next most important with the number "2", etc.) 
an adult human 
a child 
an animal 
_an infonnal group (e.g., crowd, social gathering, gang of 
teenagers, etc.) 
_a specific institution (e.g., school, an organization, etc.) 
- other (specify): 

















he/she does not like 
Remember situation that made student angry. 
12. After thinking about what made the student angry, do you think that this situation was 
_very _somewhat _or not at all 
typical, of what generally makes HIM/HER angry. (Check one.) 
13. After thinking about what made the student angry, do you think that this situation was 
_very _somewhat _or not at all 
typical, of what generally makes PEOPLE angry? (Check one.) 
14. Do you think that bis/her anger was 
_less intense than _equal to or more intense than 
what the incident called for? (Check one.) 
15. How long was the student angry when the situation first occurred? 
less than 5 minutes 
5-10 minutes 
less than 1/2 hour 




_more than 1 day 
16. Does he/she still get angry when thinking about the incident? 
No Yes 
17. How many days ago did the situation occur? 
113 
Remember situation that made student angry. 
18. Consider what he/she actually did, how would you descn"be his/her behavior while angry? 





Following are a number m actions he/she may have done, when angry. For each item, circle 0, 1 or 2 in 
each column. The higher number you choose the more the person actually did the action. 
O = not at all involved in his/her anger 
1 = somewhat involved in his/her anger 
2 = yeiy much involved in his/her anger 
Did the student's anger involve: 
19. Punishment or physical aggreg:ion at the 
~ (hitting, spmking, shoving) 
20. Take away a benefit usually enjoyed by the 
~ (refusing to go out with person, 
withdrawing affection) 
21. Doing activities opposite to the expression of 
~ (being extra friendly to the person, "turning 
the other cheek", joking with the person) 
22. Verbal or symbolic aggresfilon or punishment 
directed at the~ (yelling, scolding, making 














Remember situation that made student angry. 
not at some- very 
all what much 
23. Talking the incident over with the BlrS<>n 0 1 2 
without showing hostility (calmly explaining the 
reasons for his/her anger) 
24. Harm. age.-ression or dama~ to someone or 0 1 2 
something imoortant to the nerson (destroying an 
object liked by the person, refusing to cooperate on 
a joint project. threatening hann to himseJf/herself 
or someone else in order to get back at the person) 
25. Tel1ing a third nartv to ~back at the person or 0 1 2 
to have the person p11nished (telling the teacher 
about a fellow student who has been goofing of( 
telling a mutual friend about the shortcomings of 
the person, writing an article in a school paper) 
26. Doing calming activities (going for a walk, 0 1 2 
taking a shower, watching television) 
27. Taking his/her arurer out {either ghvsicallv or 0 1 2 
verbally) on ~me person other than the person that 
made him/her angry (you, the teacher) 
28. Taking his/her anger out O!!. or attacking some 0 1 2 
non-human olject or thing not related to the 
situation (s1amming the door when he/she was 
angry at a someone) 
Remember situation that made student angry. 
29. Talking the situation over with a neutral, 
uninvolved third party, with no intent to harm the 
person or make the person who he/she is angzy 








30. After thinking about the situation, do you think that the student's reaction in this instance was 
_very _somewhat _or not at all 
typical, of how HF/SHE generally responds when angry. (Check one.) 
31. After thinking about the situation, do you think that the student's reaction in this instance was 
_very _somewhat _or not at all 
typical, of how OTHER PEOPLE generally respond when angry? (Check one.) 










Dear Private School Attendee: 
My name is Helen Hirschfeld and I am a Loyola University Master's student. As a final project 
for my degree I have chosen to work with Private School in a study of emotional expression and anger. 
The pwpose of this letter is to request your and a guardian's assistance and participatioo in this study. 
The study will involve the completion of three questionnaires that ask for your and your guardian's 
opinions and experiences. You will have the opportunity to complete surveys during school and your 
guardian will receive a shorter version in the mail with a return envelope. Questionnaires should take 
about an hour to complete. If you are willing to assist me in this project, please return the enclosed 
informed consent form. Both you and your guardian must print and sign your names in order for you to 
participate. Please do not forget to place the date on the form. You may participate whether or not 
your guardian returns his/her questionnaires. For participating in the study and helping me, the 
school has agreed to a pizza and movie party for all participants. In addition, those students completing 
all three questionnaires will receive 50 points. 
I greatly appreciate your assistance in completion of my educational studies and research. I 
would be happy to answer any questions you or your guardian may have about this study. A condensed 
copy of the results will be available upon request at the conclusion of the research. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Helen Hirschfeld 
Work: 773) 714-9800 
Loyola University 
Chicago, Illinois 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
STUDENT'S NAME (Print) _________ _ AGE 
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-- I hereby consent to being involved in a study on emotional expression and anger performed by a Loyola 
University graduate student with the cooperation and supervision of Private School and Loyola University. 
-- I understand that I will not be identified by name in any report or summary of this project. 
-- I understand that I may withdraw consent and discontinue participation in this project at any time and that this 
will have no bearing on my status in this program, or my treatment. 
-- I understand that I may decline participation in this project and that doing such will not be cause to deny or 
alter any indicated services to me. 
-- This project has been approved by the Private School System Institution Review Board (IRB)/Research 
Committee, the Loyola University IRB Committee and Dean's Office and a joint Private School System/Loyola 
thesis committee; and is guided by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Regulations concerning 
the protection of participants and the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Health Care Organizations' 
standards. 
-- I understand that this survey will cause me no discomfort or risk. There are no physical or medical procedures 
or tests. All I will be asked to do is complete 3 brief questionnaires that deal with my opinions and have no right 
or wrong answers. 
-- I understand that the following benefits are expected from this study: 
(I) Improved treatment at Private School; 
(2) Addition to general knowledge of psychological theory; 
(3) Assistance to a Loyola University Master's Student 
lfl have any questions about this survey, I can contact Dr. Chris E. Stout (847-635-4100) or Helen Hirschfeld 
(847-966-7187). 
* 
Student's Signature Date 
* 
Guardian's Name Printed 
* 
Guardian's Signature Date 
Note to Guardian: Initial one of the following choices. 
__ I am able to participate in the study along with the student and will complete and return three short 
questionnaires that I will receive in the mail within three weeks. (A postage paid, return envelope will accompany 
the questionnaires.) I would like the study's results shared with the school. 
__ I am unable to participate but would like the study' s results shared with the school. 
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Private School Clinicians 
From: Helen Hirschfeld 
Loyola University master's student 
Date: Janwuy4, 1998 
Re: Notice of research intent 
My name is Helen Hirschfeld and I am a Loyola University Master's student. As a final project for my degree in 
applied social psychology, I have chosen to work with Private School in a study of emotional expression (self and 
familial) and anger. The purpose of this memo is to advise you of my project and ask that you forward names of 
students who you feel will be adversely affected by such a study. In addition, if students are troubled as a result 
of participating in this research, I ask that you support me in the students' treatment in reducin~eliminating any 
negative effects or anxieties. 
The study will involve the completion of three questionnaires which ask for the student's and their guardian's 
opinions and experiences. Appropriate research procedures and precautions will be followed including signed 
informed consent sheets, review by both Private School and Loyola University Review Boards, and approval by a 
master's committee of three, two Loyola representatives and Dr. Chris Stout from Private School. Students 
returning consent forms will complete surveys during school and their guardians' will receive their copy in the 
mail with a return envelope. Questionnaires should take about an hour to complete. 
I greatly appreciate your assistance in supporting the completion of my educational studies and research. I would 
be happy to answer any questions you may have about this study. I can be reached during the day (M-F, 9-5) at 
work. (312) 714-9800, or in the evening at home, (847) 966-7187. A condensed copy ofthe results will be 
available upon request at the conclusion of the research. Thank you. 
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August 4, 1996 
Dear Sir or Madame: 
I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for participating in my research project 
and helping me complete my education. Enclosed you will find three questionnaires about your 
family and child. Please answer them honestly and completely and return them in the enclosed 
envelope. Remember, I ask that you share your experience and opinion with me and that there are 
no correct answers. Your answers will only be seen by myself and any results will be reported as 
group scores. I ask that you do not discuss your answers with other persons (e.g., the student, 
family, friends, neighbors, etc.) until my research is completed in about two months. 
Thank you again for your participation and assistance. Please call me with any questions. 
Sincerely 
Helen Hirschfeld 
Work: 312) 714-9800 
Home: 847) 966-7187 
Mr.William Gibson 
Public Junior High School 
8955 N. Greenwood 
Niles IL 60714 
Dear Mr. Gibson: 
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November 6, 1996 
As per our conversation earlier this week I am enclosing information describing my proposed 
research and pertinent supporting materials. As a final project for my degree in applied social 
psychology, my original plans were to work with Private School in a study of emotional expression 
(self and fumilial) and anger. As I continued to work on this project, I thought it would add to the study 
if I was able to provide similar information from a second group of subjects. I would like to include 
students attending your junior high school as participants in my research. 
The study will involve the completion of three questionnaires that ask for the child's and their 
guardian's opinions and experiences. Appropriate research procedures and precautions will be followed 
including signed informed consent sheets, review by both your officials, the Private School and Loyola 
University Review Boards, and approval by a master's committee of three, two Loyola representatives 
and one representative from the Private School. Students returning consent forms will complete surveys 
during school and their guardians' will receive a shorter version of the questionnaires in the mail with a 
return envelope. Questionnaires should take less than an hour to complete. I would be happy to ofter an 
incentive to study participants (e.g., piu.a, a movie, ice cream, or the like), one that we can agree on 
later. 
I would greatly appreciate your assistance in supporting the completion of my educational 
studies and research and would be happy to answer any questions you may have about this study. I can 
be reached during the day (M-F, 9-5) at work, (773) 714-9800, or in the evening at home, (847) 966-
7187. Please inform me of your decision. A condensed copy of the results will be available upon 
request at the conclusion of the research. Thank you. 
Sincerely 
Helen Hirschfeld 
8702 N. Osceola 
Niles IL 60714 
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January4, 1998 
Dear Public School Attendee: 
My name is Helen Hirschfeld and I am a Loyola University Master's student. As a final project 
for my degree I have chosen to work with Public Junior High School in a study of emotional expression 
and anger. The pwpose of this letter is to request your and a guardian's assistance and participatioo. in 
this study. The study will involve the completion of three questionnaires that ask for your and your 
guardian's opinioo.s and experiences. You will have the opportunity to complete surveys during school 
and your guardian will receive a shorter version that you will bring home for him/her. Questionnaires 
should take about 30 minutes to complete. If you are willing to assist me in this project, please return the 
enclosed informed consent form. Both you and your guardian must print and sign your names in order 
for you to participate. Please do not forget to place the date on the form. You may participate whether 
or not your guardian returns his/her questionnaires. 
For participating in the study and helping me, the school has agreed to a piu.a lunch for all 
participants. 
I greatly appreciate your assistance in completioo. of my educational studies and research. I 
would be happy to answer any questions you or your guardian may have about this study. A condensed 
copy of the results will be available upoo. request at the conclusion of the research. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Helen Hirschfeld 
Work: 773) 714-9800 
Loyola University 
Chicago, Illinois 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
STUDENT'S NAME (Print) __________ _ AGE ____ _ 
124 
-- I hereby consent to being involved in a study on emotional expression and anger performed by a 
Loyola University graduate student with the cooperation and supervision of Public Junior High 
School and Loyola University. 
-- I understand that I will not be identified by name in any report or summary of this project. 
-- I understand that I may withdraw consent and discontinue participation in this project at any 
time and that this will have no bearing on my status in school. 
-- I understand that I may decline participation in this project and that doing such will not be cause 
to deny or alter any indicated services to me. 
-- This project has been approved by the Public Junior High School authorities, the Loyola 
University Institutional Review Board Committee, Dean's Office and thesis committee; and is 
guided by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Regulations concerning the 
protection of participants and the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Health Care 
Organizations' standards. 
-- I understand that this survey will cause me no discomfort or risk. There are no physical or 
medical procedures or tests. All I will be asked to do is complete 3 brief questionnaires that deal 
with my opinions and have no right or wrong answers. 
-- I understand that the following benefits are expected from this study: 
(1) Addition to general knowledge of psychological theory; 
(2) Assistance to a Loyola University Master's Student 
If I have any questions about this survey, I can contact Helen Hirschfeld at (773-714-9800) or 
(847-966-7187) or Mr. Bill Gibson at Public Junior High School. 
* 
Student's Signature Date 
* 
Guardian's Name Printed 
* 
Guardian's Signature Date 
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December 11, 1996 
Dear Sir or Madame: 
I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for participating in my research project 
and helping me complete my education. Enclosed you will find three questionnaires about your 
family and child. Please answer them honestly and completely and return them in the enclosed 
envelope. Remember, I ask that you share your experience and opinion with me and that there are 
no correct answers. Your answers will only be seen by myself and any results will be reported as 
group scores. I ask that you do not discuss your answers with other persons (e.g., the student, 
family, friends, neighbors, etc.) until my research is completed in about two months. 
Thank you again for your participation and assistance. Please call me with any questions. 
Sincerely 
Helen Hirschfeld 
Work: 773) 714-9800 
ENDNOTES 
1 One of Averill's many studies on anger, this investigation sought to further examine anger in a 
non-experimental setting. It involved 48 subjects who kept daily records depicting their 
experiences of anger and annoyance for one week. At the conclusion of each day, they wrote a 
brief sentence describing each experience and labeled it as anger, annoyance or uncertain. At the 
end of the week, subjects completed a more detailed questionnaire on the most intense incident of 
annoyance and anger, respectively. A total of 1,536 incidents were recorded in the diaries, 73% 
labeled annoyance, 23% anger and 4% uncertain. 
2 The Friedman et al. (1980) study was quite thorough in the development of this measure. Internal 
validity, test-retest reliability, as well as a number of other measures examining the questionnaires 
convergent and discriminant validity were used. The initial testing of the measure included 289 
undergraduates. The questionnaire's internal consistency, coefficient alpha, was reported as .77. 
Test-retest reliability was assessed using two samples. The first sample, 44 students, were tested 
after two months. The correlation between tests was found to be .90 (p<.001). The second sample, 
38 students, was retested one week later and agreement between tests was reported as r=.91 
(p<.001). Other measures examining validity included: the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale; the Machiavellian Scale; the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (TMAS); the Rottier Intemal-
Extemal (1-E) Locus of Control Scale; the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory; the Snyder Self-
Monitoring Scale; the Eysenck Personality Inventory and the Exhibition and Affiliation Scale. 
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The authors, also, compared student self ratings and agreement with friends views of their 
nonverbal expressiveness. The subjects were 68 undergraduate students. Each was asked to 
obtain three ratings. At least one rating was returned for 61or90% of subjects and 56 or 82% of 
the subjects had two or three ratings returned. Average's of the friend's ratings were positively 
correlated with the subjects' self ratings, r=.39 (p<.01). 
3 The fumily expressiveness questionnaire was designed to be completed by a member of a family 
who assigns a collective score for each item as they feel it applies to the fumily as a whole. 
Internal consistency and reliability over time has been examined and agreement between parents 
and college students ratings were found. Correlations between fumily expressiveness and shyness, 
self-monitoring, affect intensity and self-expressiveness are low to moderate, suggesting 
discriminant validity. The measure was originally validated for use with adolescents and adults. 
Its purpose was to report subjects' perceptions of the overall expressiveness in their current family 
(reported by adolescents) or as they matured (as measured in college students and adults). Also, it 
has been used with parents who report their views of the family's overall expressiveness. 
4 Burrowes and Halberstadt's study involved 36 adults (M age=35.4 years, 57% female) and 43 
undergraduate students (M age=18.2 years, 70% female). The adults were local residents from a 
community church who volunteered to participate in their study. Students received credit for an 
introductory psychology laboratory requirement. Questionnaire reliability and internal consistency, 
Cronbach's Alpha, was examined and the results reported as follows: 
negative self expressiveness = .50 
positive self expressiveness = .70 
negative fumily expressiveness = .85 
positive fumily expressiveness = .94 
anger (range .55 to .80), median = .69 
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3 The first and most fundamental of Averill's series of studies sought to gather descriptive data on 
the everyday experience of anger. The 160 subjects (80 community residents, aged 21to60 years, 
and 80 undergraduate students) completed detailed, written, 88-item questionnaires describing the 
most intense episode of anger experienced by the subject during the preceding week. It is upon this 
original version of the anger questionnaire that was modified for use in the present study. 
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